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THE REGISTRATION REPORT. 


The Report just issued by the Commission to inquire 
into the registration of titles is one of the most impor- 
tant documents that has challenged the criticism of 
lawyers for many years. To form a conclusive opinion 
as to all the details embraced by this comprehensive 
project, will require a more careful study of the proposed 
measures than the short time which has elapsed since 
the completion of the Report has enabled us to devote 
to it. Ata future time we propose to enter into a care- 
ful examination of the scheme, in which we hope to 
receive the assistance of those among our subscribers 
who have given their attention to the complicated 
question of registration. It is very desirable that the 
opinion of the profession should be distinctly elicited ; 
and with this view we shall be most anxious to give 


publicity to the opinions which may be entertained by 
our professional brethren, and to derive from them all 
the light which they can throw upon a question of such 
peculiar difficulty. For the present we shall content 
ourselves with indicating the general character of the 
Report, and the broad principles by which the Commis- 
sioners appear to have been guided in the performance 


of the duty intrusted to them. In one respect, we have 
no hesitation in according to the Report unqualified 
praise. It is an essentially practical document. Not- 
withstanding the temptations which the subject of 
inquiry presented, and the extensive nature of the 
changes proposed, the Commissioners have looked at 
the question as men of business, and have set their faces 
against all visionary projects which threatened to 
sacrifice practical facility to theoretical perfection and 
fanciful uniformity. 

The problem submitted to the Commission is fairly 
stated by them to be this—‘ By what means, consist- 
ently with the preservation of existing rights, can we 
now obtain such a system of registration as will enable 
owners to deal with land in as simple and easy a man- 
ner, as far as the title is concerned, and the difference in 
the nature of the subject-matter may allow, as they now 
can deal with moveable chattels or stock? No one 
doubts that it would be a great benefit to the proprietors 
of land if they were able to convey it with the same faci- 
lity as the owners of ships, or of stock, or of railway 
shares can now assign their property in any ofthem. But 
the question is—can this be accomplished? andif'so, how?” 
We think, too, that most persons will admit the correct- 
ness of the Commissioners’ observation, that if land had 
always been registered and transferred like stock, no one 
would think of imposing on its present proprietor the 
harsh and unnecessary burden of furnishing, before he 
could part with a single acre, a detailed history of every 
transaction relating to the property for sixty years; and 
that the real difficulty is not so much in determining 
what would be best & priori, as in applying a new 





principle to an old state of things which has become 
prejudicial to the interests of society. Not that the 
principle, in a large point of view, is altogether new; 
for just as the old feudal notions of tenure were based 
upon the idea of having the freehold always filled by 
one capable of performing the feudal duty of defence, 
so, as was aptly remarked by one of the witnesses, the 
modern commercial spirit equally requires an owner 
capable of fulfilling the duties demanded by the present 
state of society, that is, of dealing with land as a free 
transferable element of national wealth. We are glad 
to perceive that the Commissioners have not strained the 
theory of the assimilation of the transfer of land to that 
of stock further than it will bear, and have kept clearly 
in view that it is only the documentary title for which 
the register can be a substitute, and that the investiga- 
tion of the identity of parcels must continue, with no 
further change than will be afforded by such regula- 
tions as may be made to ensure the careful description 
of the land, as well by appropriate words, as by an- 
nexed plans. The Commissioners have also, in theory, 
fully recognised the absolute necessity of preserving 
the facility which is now enjoyed of raising money by 
means of a deposit of deeds. We reserve to a future 
occasion the consideration whether their proposed 
enactments are the best that could be devised for this 
purpose; our object at present being to point out the 
spirit in which they have worked, and the aims they 
have proposed to themselves, rather than to discuss the 
sufficiency of the provisions which they suggest for 
giving them effect. 

The main objects which they propose to themselves, 
and which they assure us that their plan will accom- 
plish, are these :—To get rid in course of time of the 
expense and delay occasioned by retrospective inves- 
tigations of title—toavoid the accumulation of documents 
and consequent complication which would result from the 
registration of assurances—to preserve the private affairs 
of individuals from disclosure—to facilitate the raising 
of temporary loans—to assist partial or complete aliena- 
tion without disturbing existing interests or interfering 
with the rights of settling property enjoyed under the 
present law—and to give to such owners as may pro- 
duce the necessary evidence a parliamentary or inde- 
feasible title, at the same time protecting interests 
that may have escaped discovery by entitling 
them in such case to compensation at the hands of 
Government. 

Several preliminary questions had to be settled be- 
fore a detailed plan could be framed. The first was, 
whether registration should be compulsory or volun- 
tary, which the Commissioners decide in favour of a 
voluntary system on two unanswerable grounds; one, 
that a compulsory system would involve great danger 
to imperfect titles by arousing dormant claims, and the 
other, that the sudden establishment of so vast a system 
would overpower the efforts of the best staff of officers 
in the world. It followed at once, from the same prin- 
ciples, that an investigation followed by the grant of 
a parliamentary title, could not be made the universal 
rule, and must be confined to those who should volun- 
tarily submit to the necessary conditions for the sake of 
adding a large percentage to the selling value of their 
grea 

Another question was, whether the registry of legal 
ownership would be compatible with due pro- 
tection to beneficial interests, and this question 
the Commissioners resolve in the affirmative, 
on grounds which we shall hereafter examine 
in detail. We have always considered this as the 
hinge on which the feasibility of registration turns, 
and it. is a topic which deserves a fuller investigation 
than our space at present will allow. Another moot 
point was, whether the registry should be metropolitan 
or provincial ; and, after entering fully into the con- 
siderations on both sides, the Commission came to the 
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conclusion, which we have before advocated, viz., that 
there should be a central office in London, and that 
local registries should be established in connection with 
it. On another point, the Report contains a recom- 
mendation which will, we believe, conduce to the inter- 
ests, and meet with the approbation, of the profession, 
viz., that solicitors (as is the case with almost all other 
agents, including their professional brethren in 
Scotland) should receive, as part of their re- 
muneration, a commission on the value of the property 
dealt with. 

The following extract from the Report shows that this 
delicate question has been fairly and honestly treated : 
—‘* The changes we propose for the transfer of 
land, without materially altering the nature or extent of 
the more important services rendered by the solicitor, 
or the professional superintendence and responsibility in- 
volved, will interfere with those particular processes to 
which the courts have thought fit almost entirely to attach 
the solicitor’s right to remuneration. If, therefore, it is 
considered desirable to continue to prescribe by law a 
scale of remuneration for conveyancing business, it 
would seem right that an opportunity should be given 
for reconsidering the whole subject of solicitors’ fees 
with reference to conveyancing. The services of soli- 
citors will be necessary in the conveyancing transactions 
contemplated by the measure we propose, and reliance 
must still be placed upon their honour and character 
in performing the important duties and incurring 
the responsibilities which will still attach to every 
transfer.” 

No one, we think, can doubt that a remuneration 
based in part, at least, on a per centage, as suggested by 
the Commission, would be much fairer and more bene- 
ficial than the present absurd system. The solicitor 
ought to be paid for his skill and pe goeereny § and for 
the manual labour of his clerks, At present his remu- 
neration is measured entirely by the least im- 
portant of his services. A fixed brokerage would be an 
exactly just recompense for his responsibility; and 
though it is, perhaps, on any scale of fees, impossible to 
estimate precisely the skill required in any transaction, 
the proposed mode of paying professional work would, 
at any rate, be an immense advance on the clumsy and 
unjust system on which bills of costs are now liable to 
be taxed. 


<> 
> 





THE COMING ELECTIONS. 


“ Te Rot est mort—vive le Roi!” is not the cry of disloyalty 
or ingratitude, but the natural result of a monarchy; and, on 
the same principle, it is not indecent to turn our thoughts to the 
new Parliament, though its predecessor has not yet actually 
expired. At all events, whether improper or not, every one 
does so. The patient himself shakes the sands of his hourglass ; 
or, in other words, the members of the existing House, hasten 
forward the day of dissolution, by forbearing, in some measure, 
to prose; and all over the United Kingdom are ringing the 
notes of preparation for an occasion which, while it gratifies 
that passion for excitement which is common to most of us, 
ministers at the same time to that itching for personal gain 
which is certainly not less generally diffused. Yes, it is even 
so. We do not deny that there are many among those, for 
example, who aspire to seats in the future Parliament, who 
have the sincerest desire for their country’s welfare; and who 
would recoil from the idea of hazarding that welfare for their 
own individual advancement. But even these are, perhaps un- 
conciously, influenced by self-seeking motives mixed with their 
purer patriotism. If not desirous of place or emolument, 
their yearning is after reputation; or they have accus- 
tomed themselves to some political, social, or religious hobby, 
and they long to be again in the saddle; or they feel a crav- 
ing for work, and the stimulus of public life—a calling for the 





committee-room, and a weakness for parliamentary papers. 
This state of things, indeed, though somewhat humiliating, 
perhaps, to human vanity, is, nevertheless, as it should be for 
practical purposes. No country would remain healthy or pros- 
perous without a strong desire ainong its more influential in- 
habitants to become senators, and direct its councils. Nor are 
those even who enter Parliament with decidedly selfish aims— 
as a mode of getting on, in short—by any means without their 
use; for, as a general rule, these are they who are shrewd, ener- 
getic, far-seeing men, with a purpose to follow out, and with 
tongues to explain it. And if their first thought is for “‘ Num- 
ber One,” their second is for the community among which their 
lot has been cast. 

But if the candidates for seats are thus influenced by a 
variety of motives, what shall we say of their electors? It 
would, indeed, be skilful chemistry to resolve into their bases 
the votes of a borough constituency. One man votes from the 
wisdom inspired by the neighbouring tap-room; another, be- 
cause he hopes that his nephew may obtain a small appoint- 
ment; a third, in obedience to his Sunday paper; and a fourth, 
because his wife’s baby has been kissed by the white-waist- 
coated canvasser:—in a word, the combinations of motives are 
as numerous as the votes themselves. As to your forty-shilling 
freeholder, indeed, and some of the other poorer classes of county 
electors, the inftuences by which their votes are guided are, per- 
haps, more simple. A wealthy landlord or a grasping agent 
cannot safely be disobliged, with rent-day approaching, or a 
lease requiring renewal; neither is it easy for the unsophisti- 
cated rustic to divest himself of the awe of the neighbouring 
squire, which is as much parcel of his inheritance as the field in 
respect of which he votes. ‘So runs the world away,” and so 
it will ever run, while the franchise may happen to fall on 4 
lout who can neither read nor write, though withheld from the 
man fitted by education to value the privilege, and to ex- 
ercise it with discrimination, but who enjoys no “ qualifica- 
tion,” except his good sense and weekly salary. Nay, as long 
as money and money’s worth of itself gives a man the right to 
vote—the consideration of his degree of mental cultivation being 
altogether excluded—so long, we fear, money will buy that 
vote; so long will election bribery continue rife—that abomi- 
nation of abominations, against which so many stringent pro- 
visions have been made by legislators whose places are secured, 
for the moral health of men whose seats are yet to be won, 
or whose votes are yet to be given. The last panacea, 
indeed, which has been invented to abate this evil—the 
Corrupt Practices Prevention Act 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 
102)—has not yet been fairly tried; but it has already been 
condemned by one of the acutest minds that ever graced 
the bench—the late Chief Justice Jervis—as an Act “by no 
means plain;” and from the specimens of its working already 
exhibited in a few isolated cases, we much doubt whether it 
will stand the ordeal of a general election. Its provisions are 
aimed against Bribery, Treating, and Undue Influence; and 
three more formidable giants never opposed the progress of a 
theorist towards pure representation. If weexamine the mode 
in which our parliamentary Christian addresses himself to the 
conflict, we shall find that his chief weapon consists in the fol- 
lowing provision :—“ If any candidate at an election for any 
county, city, or borough, shall be declared by any election 
committee guilty, by himself or his agent, of bribery, treating, 
or undue influence at such election, such candidate shall be 
incapable of being elected, or sitting in Parliament for such 
county, city, or borough during the Parliament then in ex~- 
istence.” 

This is all very well, but it is a curious indication that these 
offences are instinctively felt to involve no real turpitude in the 
sight of God or man, but to be the creatures merely of our 
municipal code, that the punishment is thus confined to exclu- 
sion from the representation of the place only where the act was 
committed, and, even as regards that constituency, to the Par- 
liament in being when the sentence is pronounced. If election 
bribing be malum in se, why should one who has been convicted 
thereof be eligible for a seat for any place, or in any future Par- 
liament ? Moreover, is this limitation of exclusion consistent 
with declaring the offence a misdemeanour punishable with 
fine and imprisonment in addition to pecuniary penalties? 
However, with these anomalies in election law it is not our 
purpose here to deal, or to express any opinion upon subjects 
which would carry us far beyond our limits. As a legal 
periodical devoted to the interests of the general body of at- 
torneys and solicitors throughout the kingdom, it is our wish to look 
at the forthcoming elections solely with regard to those interests. 
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Now, many of our readers will be engaged in the contest, some 
as candidates for seats themselves, but many more in the service 
of others. And there are certain of the provisions of the new 
Act which we commend to their most serious attention, those 
we mean which have reference to the two new offices of 
“Election Auditor” and “ Agent for Election Expenses,” for 
with these the attorney is pretty sure to be professionally con- 
nected, either as filling the vffice himself, or in transactions with 
such agents. 

The office of ‘Election Auditor” was created by the Act 
of 1854, and since then its nature has become tolerably 
familiar, and in one or two points has been considered in the 
courts of law. He is appointed by the returning officer for 
each constituency in the month of August in every year, for 
the ing twelv th, and has, by the Act, no more 
definite qualification than that of being a “fit and proper 
person ”—a return to the probus et legalis homo of more simple 
times. His function is to be the medium of payment of 
all the expenses connected with the election, with the exception 
of certain payments which may be made by the candidate 
himself, or by his ‘‘ agent for election expenses,” as we shall 
presently explain. In the performance of this duty, the 
“Election Auditor” has no judicial power; no authority to 
reject, on the ground of illegality, unreasonableness, or other- 
wise, claims and bills properly sent in to him by the candidate 
for payment; no power to refuse payment out of the assets in 
his hands (at least, so it would seem, though the pundits of 
electioneering law are not altogether agreed on this point), even 
if the payments he is required to make be manifestly corrupt 
and contrary to law. His office is simply to register the 
candidates’ expenses, and act as a conduit-pipe in the process 
of their liquidation. Having discharged the claims sent in to 
him to the extent of the funds provided for that purpose, he 
has next to make out a full and true account of all the election 
expenses, to hand this over to the clerk of the peace or town 
clerk for public inspection, and, finally, to insert an abstract 
thereof in a local newspaper. 

The other office created by the Act is that of “ Agent for 
Election Expenses.” And in this capacity attorneys are likely, 
for the next two or three months, to be extensively employed, 
in addition to their ordinary services as electioneering agents. 
The special agency, however, for ‘election expenses” is the 
only one which is the subject of legislation in the Act; and 
there is an important peculiarity to be observed in relation both 
to the appointment and the duty of this class of agents. As to 
the first, it must be made by the candidate in writing, either 
before or at the nomination, or “‘as soon after as conveniently 
may be.” As to the latter, it consists, first, in paying, at any 
time before the day of nomination, any lawful and reasonable 
expenses in respect of the election which he bond fide believes 
fit and proper to be paid in ready money, and the payment of 
which cannot be conveniently postponed; and, secondly, in 
making out and delivering to the election auditsz, upon or 
before the day of nomination, a full and signed account of such 
payments. It is the 16th, 25th, and 31st sections of the Act 
which chiefly govern the legal position of the “ agent for elec- 
tion expenses,” and on these many nice questions may be 
expected to arise, more particularly in reference to the pay- 
ments which may be lawfully made by him, and not through 
the medium of the election auditor. ‘No other than such 
agents,” says the 31st section of the Act, “shall have autho- 
rity to expend any money or incur any expenses of, or relating 
to, the election, in the name or on the behalf of the candidate ;” 
and it is here that we would warn our friends to be on their 
guard, for it is out of this mesh that a dishonest candidate may 
most easily wriggle himself. A case has very recently been 
before the Common Pleas where a parliamentary agent was 
precluded from recovering from his employer his retainer, the 
price of his labour for fifteen days on election business, and a 
large sum of money actually paid out of pocket—simply because 
he sent in his account to the “agent for election expenses” 
(whose duties, as fixed by the Act, do not include the reception 
of accounts), and not to the candidate himself, or to an agent 
expressly authorised by him to receive them, that they might be 
forwarded in due course to the election auditor. Hence, it can- 
not be too carefully remembered by those who expend their 
time or their. money in behalf of a candidate—1st, that all their 
claims must be sent in within one month from the declaration 
of the election either to the candidate, or to an agent authorised 
by him in that behalf; 2nd, that the “agent for election ex- 
penses” is not prima facie the agent so authorised; 3rd, that 
there is nothing to prevent the same person being agent to 
receive claims, and also acting as “ agent for election expenses ;” 








and 4th, that it would seem, on the other hand, that any mere 
personal expenses of the candidate, defrayed by any one for 
him by his authority during, but not in connection with, the 
election, may be recovered as money paid to the use of the 
candidate without the account thereof being forwarded to any 
agent at all—such class of expenses not being within the Act. 

Perhaps, however, the most important question which has 
hitherto been judicially decided upon this Act, is as to what 
are the “legal expenses bond fide incurred at, or concerning, an 
election,” which by the proviso at the end of the 2nd section 
may be paid, or agreed to be paid, by the candidate or his 
agents, without committing any of the five species of the 
offence of bribery enumerated in the previous part of that sec- 
tion. This question was raised in reference to the payment of a 
voter’s travelling expenses at the Cambridge election in 1854, 
when Mr. Stave the well-known Queen’s Counsel on the 
Western Circuit, having authorised a letter to a voter requesting 
him to attend the election and vote for him, and adding that 
his “‘ travelling expenses would be paid” (which expenses were 
accordingly afterwards defrayed by his agent), was sued for the 
penalties attached by the statute to the off-nce of bribery under 
the 2nd section, which, by its first branch, declares (among 
other things) that any person who by himself or agent gives 
money to any voter in order to induce him to vote, or who 
shall corruptly so do on account of such voter having voted, 
shall be guilty of bribery. From the judgment of the Ex- 
chequer Chamber in this case, we will extract three clear 
propositions for the meditation of our electioneering readers :— 
1. To promise to pay a voter his travelling expenses condi- 
tionally on his coming and voting for a particular candidate is 
bribery. 2. To promise to a particular voter such expenses 
without any such condition is legal. 3. To pay a voter his 
travelling expenses on account of his having voted is legal ; 
provided always no illegal promise or understanding had 
previously been made to induce him to vote in a particular 
way. 

We are glad for the sake of all parties at the approaching 
elections that the Court of Error arrived at this sensible 
decision. It has been said, indeed, that it is to be carried to 
the House of Lords; but while it remains unreversed, no can- 
didate need fear to be unseated by any election-committee, 
while he keeps within the limits just indicated. On the other 
hand, it behoves all engaged in electioneering pursuits to re- 
member that a representative may be unseated, though himself 
perfectly immaculate, through the folly or ignorance of his 
friends—nay, may be made liable to all the penalties provided 
by this self-denying ordinance in respect of the “ corrupt 
practice” against which it is aimed. 

We cordially recommend to our readers an unpretending, 
but useful ‘Election Manual,” which has just been issued by 
Mr. C. E. Lewis. That gentleman’s experience as an elec- 
tioneering solicitor makes him a well qualified expounder of the 
new Act, and we think he has performed his task admirably. 


> 
a 


Legal News. 


V. C. Srvarr has, this week, expressed his fear that, 
in a case now pending in his court, he should only be 
able to obtain the aid of a single common-law judge. 
Whether such assistance be, or whether the Legislature 
intended it to be, sufficient, we do not say; but it is to 
be remembered, that the equity judges are now re- 
quired, with such help as they can obtain from one or 
at most two common law judges, to decide questions 
which formerly they would have remitted for the consi- 
deration of a full court. This duty of attending in the 
Court of Chancery has been but recently imposed upon 
the fifteen judges, and the burden of it is by no means 
likely to decrease. We donot, however, find that it was 
adverted to by Mr. GLapsTone, when he recently dis- 
cussed the question of the competency of twelve judges 
to discharge all the duties that now fall upon the three 
courts. We may observe in passing, that the admission 
of equitable defences to legal demands is beginning to 
impose upon the common law courts the necessity of a 
pretty familiar knowledge of the doctrines of the Court 
of Chancery. The appearance of equity counsel at the 
common law bar is becoming by no means unusual ; but 
we do not suppose that the principle of reciprocity will 
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be adopted between the courts, and a Vice-Chancellor be 
invited to aid the deliberations of the Queen’s Bench. 
It must, however, be conceded that the incipient fusion of 
law and equity has added to the difficulties of all tri- 
bunals, and, therefore, the present moment does not-ap- 
pear well chosen to reduce their strength. The authority 
of the late Baron ALDERSON, quoted by Mr. GLADSTONE, 
is, we admit, entitled to considerable weight ; but when he 
says that twelve judges are amply sufficient for the 
term business, he appears to have forgotten that the 
attendance of three out of that number is usually re- 
quired at the judges’ chambers every afternoon. If 
four judges are necessary in banco at 10 a.m., their 
presence is equally essential to the due administration 
of justice at 2 p.m. It now often happens that a 
judge listens for several hours to an argument, and 
then departs to chambers, dismissing from his mind all 
recollection of a case which he will not be called on 
to decide. ‘This is nothing else than sheer waste 
of the judge’s time and of the national money which 
is paid to purchase it. The question, also, may be 
fairly raised, whether the business at chambers is 
usually so difficult and important as to demand the 
attention of a functionary so highly paid as one of the 
fifteen judges. In this respect, perhaps, some economy 
of judicial time and salary is more practicable than in 
the instances selected by Mr. Giapsrone. It may, 
also, be expected that the commission now sitting will 
so arrange the circuits as to save some of the precious 
hours now absorbed in processions and pageantry, which 
are not a very impressive introduction to a week’s 
heavy business, and become altogether ridiculous as a 
prelude to the trial of one common jury cause, and 
a dozen prisoners. 

The vigilance of Mr. GLADSTONE in guarding the 
Consolidated Fund from further burdens will not be 
allowed to slumber. At the Mercantile Law Con- 
ference held at the end of January, it was proposed to 
relieve bankrupt estates from the existing load of 
compensation for abolished offices by transferring that 
charge to the National Exchequer ; and this suggestion 
was adopted with a degree of unanimity highly gratify- 
ing to the chairman of the Conference, Lord BrouaHAM, 
but calculated, if he noticed it, to arouse the gravest 
apprehension in the mind of Mr. GLADSTONE. 





The examination of Mr. Epwarp Espal1xe, the late 
Governor of the Royal British Bank, proceeded before 
Mr. Commissioner Hotroyp, on Wednesday, and a 
great deal of time was occupied in endeavours to ex- 

lain and put a different aspect upon matters inquired 
into the week before. It is proper to notice in connec- 
tion with this subject, that the name of the deceased 
solicitor to the Bank was MuLLIns, and not MuLLENs, 
as given in our last impression. ‘This error, which we 
shared with some of the daily papers, has caused not 
unnatural annoyance to those who bear the latter 
name. We cannot say that the united exertions of Mr. 
Espalze and his solicitor availed much to alter the cha- 
racter of the admissions he had been obliged to make. 
The success of the attempted explanation depends entirely 
upon the use of words in, what was called by one of the 
solicitors present, ‘‘a commercial sense.” Ifit is said that 
a man is indebted to a bank, a statement is made which 
we should have thought was generally intelligible in 
one sense only. But ‘ explanation,” it seems, may 
sometimes be needed; because, ‘‘ ordinarily speaking,” 
a man is not considered to be indebted “in a commer- 
cial sense ” on a mere discount account, when good bills 
are held by the person whom, before we were better 
instructed, we should have called a creditor. Thus 
we find we may still live and learn; and, perhaps, 
when society shall have thoroughly mastered the ‘‘com- 
mercial sense” of the English language, we may all 
acquiesce in the proposition that the Directors of the 
Royal British Bank have been exceedingly ill-used men. 





LocaL RECOLLECTIONS OF SERJEANT WILKINS.—It is not 
generally known, even by the “oldest inhabitants,” that 
Serjeant Wilkins was, for some years (I know not how many), 
connected with Birmingham. Of the few who knew him, of 
course, the lapse of thirty years (supposing they are still 
amongst us) may make it difficult to remember the facts I am 
about to relate, or identify the comparatively humble individual 
of that day with the late brilliant, dashing, and distinguished 
Serjeant. In fact, I believe even the learned advocate himself 
had forgotten, or wished to forget, his early connection with 
this locality. About the year 1828, there stood on the right- 
hand side of Freeman-street, as you go from Moor-street, a 
building which looked very like old shopping, and which, no 
doubt, had been used as such. At the period alluded to, how- 
ever, it was used as a day school, and the man who used to 
wield the birch, and preside over a few dirty juvenile sub- 
jects, was Charles Wilkins. No one knew much about him. 
He appeared to be a man originally well connected, but owing 
to some, perhaps youthful, indiscretion, had forfeited the 
regard of his friends, and it was reported his father had dis- 
inherited him. However, he was determined to turn his talents 
and education to account if possible, and with this view he 
not only opened the above school, but it was said joined the 
Methodists, and preached two or three impressive sermons at 
Cherry-street Chapel. At the time I am speaking of there 
was a kind of debating society in existence, which held its 
weekly meetings at the Lamp Tavern, Bull-street. The sub- 
jects which came under discussion were chiefly of a religious 
character, and the speakers were among the most distinguished 
of the Roman Catholics and Protestants of the town. The 
latter cause boasted of Mr. G. Edmonds, Mr. J. Dyer, and I 
believe Mr. C. Wilkins. I judge so from the fact that soon 
after hearing the two former gentleman at the Lamp, I was 
invited to attend a discussion that had been arranged to take 
place between the two latter, at the schoolroom already de- 
scribed, in Freeman-street. This must have been in the year 
1829, as the subject for discussion was the then all-absorbing 
one of Catholic Emancipation. Mr. Wikins was to oppose it, 
and Mr. John Dyer (of the firm of Dyer and Cartland, brass- 
founders, Weaman-row) was to show its necessity. This was 
the first time I ever saw or heard Mr. C. Wilkins, but I never 
shall forget the effect, not so much of his speeches as his 
speaking, upon my youthful mind. I thought I never heard 
so eloquent a man as the poor schoolmaster. I well recollect 
his appearance. He seemed about thirty years of age, was 
even then of a portly and commanding exterior, and had 
evidently prepared himself for the occasion, intent, no doubt, 
upon making a hit. He opened the debate in a speech remark- 
able for its florid language and well-turned periods. His voice 
was like himself, round and powerful, and reminded me not a 
little of one of our most popular preachers of that as well as 
of the present day, and his delivery implied the successful 
student of elocution. When Mr. Dyer rose to reply, it was 
felt that he had but a poor chance. He could not please either 
the eye or the ear, as Mr. Wilkins had done; but he had the 
best of the argument, and in fact spoke with considerable 
power and effect. There were none of the flowers of oratory 
in his speech, but he demolished, by some most telling facts 
from history, all the beautiful theories his antagonist had set 
up. Wilkins was not so felicitous in his rejoinder, and was 
evidently disconcerted by the sledge-hammer mode of dealing 
with his pet arguments. One witticism, however, I recollect 
he indulged in, which, though not very brilliant, is perhaps 
worth recording. Dyer had frequently cited Drummond as 
an authority in fayour of the view he took, and Wilkins re- 
marked that Dyer had drummed so much upon Drummond 
that he had almost drummed the drum of his (Mr. W.’s) ear 
off. The discussion terminated, I believe, in favour of the 
removal of the Catholic disabilities. We now come to that 
tide in his affairs which, under the semblance of adversity, 
was designed to lead him to fortune. Soon after the period 
at which I have introduced him, he appears to have failed 
in all his attempts to establish himself here, and became so 
reduced as to be driven to the necessity of soliciting the smallest 
pecuniary aid that could be extended to him. He was seen at 
the corners of the streets waiting the appearance of those whom 
he thought likely to respond to his appeal, and I have it from 
a most authentic source that he has been so destitute as posi- 
tively to be compelled to ask permission to sit or lie all night 
by the side of a brick-kiln fire in the neighbourhood of High- 
gate, for he had not even the means of paying for a bed in a 
common lodging-house. When I next heard of him it was 
in connection with the Shakspeare Jubilee at Stratford-on-Avon. 
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On that occasion I was informed he had been figuring as an 
actor, announcing imitations of the elder Kean, Liston, Dowton, 
&e., in which I am informed he acquitted himself admirably. 
No doubt in his wanderings he would resort to this as a means 
of temporary subsistence, and would pick up a few coppers 
by calling at the public-houses, and asking to be allowed to 
‘fret his hour’ before them. It was while thus itinerating 
about the Midland Counties that he happened to find himself 
at Newark at the time of the general election, which must 
have been about the year 1832. Serjeant Wilde was the liberal 
candidate for that borough, against the powerful interest of 
the Duke of Newcastle. ‘The town was in a ferment. The day 
of nomination arrived, and after the respective candidates had 
been proposed, and the formal business was concluded, a 
stranger got up on the hustings, and began to address the 
electors in favour of the liberal candidate. He was the best 
and most popular speaker of that occasion. He kept his mixed 
auditory in a roar of laughter at the expense of the Tory 
candidate, and spoke with such tact and fluency that Serjeant 
Wilde himself was induced to join the crowd of admiring 
listeners. The question became general, “‘ Who is he?” The 
learned Serjeant became interested in it, and at the conclusion 
of the long address expressed a desire to become better ac- 
quainted with a man who had exhibited such extraordinary 
ability. I need not say much more. This was the turning 
point in the strange career of Charles Wilkins. I believe it 
is pretty well known that Serjeant Wilde took an interest 
in him from that day, and enabled him to pursue his studies 
preparatory to his being called to the bar. Poor fellow! 
he had doubtless been called to many bars before that. 
T had lost sight of him for some years, when happening to be 
at Manchester about eighteen years ago, I went with a friend to 
the New Bailey Sessions, Salford, to hear some case tried, when 
I espied among the gentlemen of the long robe that unmistak- 
able head and face; and I was not long before I heard him ad- 
dress the jury with his characteristic force and audacity. For 
some time after that, I attended the sessions whenever they hap- 
pened to be agate (to use the phrase of the district), on my 
visiting Manchester, for it was always a pleasure to hear him 
speak; and I was seldom disappointed, for he held briefs in 
almost every case. To illustrate his peculiar tact, I recollect, on 
one occasion, he was counsel for a poor girl, who had been 
charged with robbing her master. It happened that just 
before Wilkins rose to address the jury, one of the latter had 
been blowing his nose so powerfully as to produce a red and 
watery appearance about his eyes. This incident was turned 
adroitly to account by the learned advocate, who exclaimed, on 
rising, “I perceive one of the jury has been weeping,” and fol- 
lowing up the words in a tone of sympathy for the accused, he 
so worked upon the feelings of the jury, that veritable tears at 
last did respond to his appeal, and the contagion quickly spread 
through the court. The consequence, I need not say, was the 
acquittal of the prisoner. It appears that, like most junior 
counsel, he was some time before he obtained briefs, being un- 
known in that locality. This disadvantage, however, he over- 
came by delivering a public lecture at the Corn Exchange, Man- 
chester, on the writings of William Cobbett, who was then 
putting up for the borough. In this he so pleased the Tories 
(for he was all things to all men), that they interested them- 
selves for him, and he speedily held as many briefs as Dr. 
Brown, and Mr. Brandt, his seniors in forensic experience. I 
need not follow the subject of this sketch to London, the last 
and final scenes of the wonderful drama of his life, since his 
subsequent achievements at the Old Bailey, and on the circuits, 
have become patent to the world. I fear, however, from what 
I have lately heard, that all his sad reverses, and the many 
lessons of adversity, failed to teach him wisdom, and that his 
singular gifts, varied attainments, and great professional skill, 
crowned as they were at last with success, did not lead to hap- 
piness or permanent prosperity. But while we deplore his 
failings, let us do justice to his great and distinguishing merit, 
which I have heard acknowledged by a judge upon the bench, 
that of throwing his whole heart and soul into the cause of his 
client. Never in this sense was a man more faithful to the 
trust reposed in him. And this is a striking and redeeming 
feature in his character as a public man—a counterpoise to the 
many errors of his life. If he was not true to himself, he was, 
at least, true to others.—From the Birmingham Journal. 

The late Mr. Serjeant Wilkins was buried, in a very unosten=- 
tatious manner, on Tuesday last. He was the son of a phy- 


sician of some repute, and was himself educated for that 
profession. Circumstances disinclined him to the pursuit for 
which he had been intended, and consequent differences with his 





father led to his being cast out upon the world, and left to live 
by his wits, which were sharp enough for anything. He, at 
this time, fell in with a very clever fellow, now a commercial 
traveller, who is well known in many districts of England as a 
wit, a mimic, and a first-rate comic singer. He has also pub- 
lished several songs, which have gained more than average 
popularity. These two young men went about from public- 
house to public-house, in the small towns around Birmingham, 
Worcester, and Warwick, giving dramatic entertainments in 
club-rooms, and singing songs for the amusement of the com- 
pany. In this way they often made a good deal of money, but 
as they spent it as fast as it came in, a run of bad luck brought 
upon them many difficulties. All this while, however, Wilkins 
attended to his studies, and improved himself in his knowledge 
of Continental languages, with which he was fairly acquainted. 
Shortly, the irregularities and uncertainties of this mode of life 
were felt to be inconvenient, and Wilkins, who was by nature 
an actor, joined a company of strolling players, who were then 
performing “the legitimate drama” in the neighbourhood of 
Birmingham. During this engagement, Dr. Newton, a cele- 
brated Wesleyan preacher, paid a visit to the town, and Wilkins 
(who always ran after orators, and had many times heard 
Irving, Hall, &c., of whom he was a capital imitator) went to 
hear him. Strange to say, he was so impressed that he resolved 
on the immediate abandonment of the stage, settled down in 
Birmingham as a schoolmaster, and became a local preacher 
among the Wesleyans (in which capacity he was very popular). 
He was busied in political and religious agitation when Mr. 
Serjeant Wilde contested with Mr. Gladstone the Duke of New- 
castle’s pocket-borough of Newark. Wilde found him out, and 
secured his services as a speaker.—From the Bristol Advertiser. 


MARRIAGE witH DecEAsED Wire's Sister.—The case of 
Brook v. Brook, before V. C. Stuart, raises a question of great im- 
portance—that, namely, as to the validity of a marriage solem- 
nised abroad with a deceased wife’s sister, both the contracting 
parties being domiciled English subjects. The first wife of the 
testator in the cause died in 1847, and in 1851 the testator 
married his first wife’s sister at Altona, in Holstein. On the 
17th of August, 1855, the testator’s second wife died of cholera 
at Frankfort, and on the 19th of the same month the testator 
died of the same disease at: Cologne, being on his way from 
Frankfort to England. The testator left surviving him five 
children—namely, one son and a daughter by his first mar- 
riage, and one son and two daughters by his second marriage ; 
and by his will, which bore date on the day of his death, he 
gave all his real and personal estate among all his children by 
the two marriages absolutely as tenants in common. ‘The son 
by the second marriage died on the 31st of March, 1856, and 
the question will be as to his legitimacy; for if the second 
marriage be legal, and the son by that marriage legitimate, his 
half-brother by the first marriage will succeed to his share of 
the testator’s real estate, and the testator’s four surviving child- 
ren will be entitled in equal portions to his share of the tes- 
tator’s personal estate. If, on the other hand, it should be held 
that he was illegitimate, the Crown will be entitled to his 
share of the testator’s real and personal estate. 


A Jury Locxep Up.—A jury at the Middlesex Sessions 
being so divided in opinion that their agreeing to a verdict 
was next to impossible, the Assistant Judge, at ten o'clock at 
night, directed the court to be adjourned until next morning at 
a quarter past nine o'clock, at which time they were brought 
into court. They looked exhausted, and several of them com- 
plained sorely of having been kept nearly twenty-four hours 
without refreshment. The foreman said there was not the least 
possible chance of their agreeing upon a verdict even were they 
locked up for aweek. The only alteration that had taken place 
was, that one who had been in the majority had gone over to 
the minority. A juror said he suffered from asthma, and longer 
detention without refreshment would be very dangerous to him. 
Two others complained of illness arising from exhaustion. The 
Assistant Judge sent for a medical gentleman, who examined 
the complaining jurors, and stated that, with respect to two of 
them, he apprehended danger if they were kept longer without 
refreshment. The Assistant Judge thereupon ordered the jury to 
be discharged. 

Lunatic’s Wire Acquitrep or BicAmy.—Ann Wood- 
wiss, aged twenty-three, was charged with bigamy, in 
marrying one John Sharpe, her first husband, John Wood- 
wiss, being still alive. The prisoner was married to her first 
husband in the year 1852. The husband had previously been 
insane, but, according to his brother’s evidence, he was sane 
at that time. The husband had subsequently become 
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insane, and was now in a lunatic asylum, and the prisoner 
married her second husband on the 8th of April, 1856. 
When taken into custody the woman said she should not have 
done so if she had not been told that, as her husband was 
insane at the time of her marriage, in 1852, she was at liberty 
to marry again. Mr, Justice Willes said there was no case 
against the prisoner. It was quite true that a lunatic during a 
lucid interval could enter into a contract, but it rested on those 
who alleged that the lunatic was at the time in a lucid state to 
prove it. He did not think the statement of the brother was 
sufficient to prove that such was the fact in the case of a man 
who had been a lunatic for twenty years, and he directed an 
acquittal. 


An Unsatisractory Resuut.—The case of Grey g others 
y. Pearson, was an appeal to the House of Lords, from a 
decision of the Lord Chancellor, varying a decree of V. C., now 
L.J., Turner. The arguments were concluded on Monday week, 
but their Lordships took time to consider their judgment until 
last Monday.—The Lord Chancellor retained the opinion h» ex- 
pressed in the court below.—Lord St. Leonard’s delivered a long 
and elaborate judgment, in which he entirely differed from the 
opinion of the Lord Chancellor, and held that the appeal ought 
to be allowed.—Baron Wensleydale concurred with the Lord 
Chancellor in his opinion, that the appeal ought to be dismissed. 
Appeal dismissed accordingly. 


Tue Case or Mr. W. H. Barser.—On Monday morning 
a deputation, consisting of Sir Fitzroy Kelly, M.P., Mr. Cobden, 
M.P., Mr. F. Crossley, M.P. Mr. Headlam, M.P., Mr. Serjeant 
Ballantine, Mr. Serjeant Parry, Mr. C. W. Dilke, Mr. W. 
Wills, the Rev. J. G. Wood, Mr. N. Gedge, Mr. R. Lane, and 
other gentlemen, waited upon Lord Palmerston at Cambridge- 
house, for the purpose of laying before his Lordship a claim 
to compensation by Mr. William Henry Barber. Sir F. Kelly 
stated that in 1844 Mr. Barber, who was then a solicitor in 
good practice, became professionally connected with a man 
named Fletcher, for whom he did a considerable amount of 
legal business. This man Fletcher was in the habit of ascer- 
taining from the Bank of England particulars of unclaimed 
stock, and then informing the parties who were entitled to it 
of the fact, receiving a commission for his trouble on the 
amount secured. Subsequently Fletcher forged the names of 
persons who were entitled to this stock, and in some cases 
wills where the persons were deceased. Barber transacted the 
legal portion of the business for him, but was not aware of 
the frauds which were being committed. On an investigation 
taking place, frauds to a large amount were detected, and 
the result was that Fletcher and Barber were tried at the 
Old Bailey together. Barber’s counsel were very anxious 
that he should be tried separately, in order that Fletcher and 
other parties to the transaction might be called as witnesses ; 
but this the Attorney-General (the present Lord Chief Baron) 
refused. They were found guilty, and transported for life. 
Barber was sent to Norfolk Island, where he endured every 
imaginable kind of torment. Some of the officials there, hearing 
of the nature of his case, made inquiries into it, and made 
representations which induced Sir George Grey, the then Home 
Secretary, to grant a conditional pardon, the condition being 
that Mr. Barber should not come into Great Britain. He 
wandered about the Continent until Lord Normanby took up 
his case, and he received a full pardon. For many years after 
the Court of Queen’s Bench refused him permission to practice, 
but at length that right has been yielded. Mr. Barber had 
suffered so much that the deputation thought he was entitled 
to compensation, more especially as the State, who were the 
prosecutors, had made so grievous a mistake. Serjeants Parry 
and Ballantine, Mr. Headlam, M.P., Mr. Gedge, and other 
gentlemen, having urged Mr. Barber’s claims, Lord Palmerston 
said he could not see that the Government had been wrong, 
or how the judges, the jury, the courts of law, or the Crown, 
could have taken any other course. It was certainly a great 
misfortune that Mr. Barber had been mixed up with such bad 
company, and that he had not exercised more precaution. 
It was rather a novel course to apply for compensation in such 
a case, and the way in which such a request could be acceded 
to was not quite obvious. On the spur of the moment he 
could not say what he could do, but he would consult his 
colleagues upon the subject. Mr. Crossley, M.P., assured his 
lordship that in the North of England, with which he was 
connected as a manufacturer, and among members of the 
House of Commons, there was a very strong opinion that Mr. 
Barber should be compensated. After some further conversa- 
tion the deputation withdrew. 





An AtrorNEY CHARGED wiTH PrrJjury.—Edward Sedg- 
field Donner was indicted, at York assizes, for perjury in an 
answer to a bill in Chancery. It appeared that one William 
Hudson Denton was interested in certain lands settled by his 
father on himself and brothers, and that the defendant, who is 
a solicitor at Scarborough, was employed to prepare the deed and 
subsequently to raise a loan on the security of the deed. Mr. 
Donner himself lent the money and became mortgagee. The 
debt and interest not being paid he became the purchaser. 
Subsequently a bill in Chancery was filed to set aside this 
purchase on the ground that at the time he made it he was 
acting as the attorney for the vendor, and in the answer to that 
bill, the defendant swore that in that transaction he was not 
acting as the attorney for the prosecutor, nor as his agent in 
any way. On this statement the perjury was assigned.—Mr. 
Baron Martin was most clearly of opinion that there was no 
case. It was clear that Mr. Donner’s statement was true, 
because he stood in this transaction, not in the relation of 
attorney, but of mortgagee. In addition to that, the evidence 
of the prosecutor was uncorroborated. The jury must, there- 
fore, find him Not Guilty.—Mr. Knowles, said that the answer had 
been drawn by Mr. Lewin, of the Chancery bar, with a full 
knowledge of all the facts, and he had deliberately advised 
this answer. A great number of magistrates were in attendance 
to speak to the character of the defendant as incapable of the 
offence imputed. 


JurtmwicaAL Sociery.—The society will meet on Monday, 
the 23rd March, at 8 o’clock, p.m., when it will proceed to 
elect a president for the present year, under Rule 21; after 
which Mr, N. Lindley will read a paper on “The Principles 
which Govern the Criminal and Civil Responsibilities of Corpo- 
rations. 





JUDGE’S CHAMBERS. 

(Before Mr. BARON CHANNELL.—Feb. 27.) 
FLETCHER v. HAMMOND. 
Pleading—Common Counts— Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, 
ss. 91, 222, & Sched. B. 

A demurrer to a count—for money lent by the plaintiff to the 
defendant—omitting the words “for money payable by the de- 
JSendant to the plaintiff,” contained in Sched. B. of the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852, cannot be set aside as frivolous, as, 
without those, or equivalent words, the count does not show that 
the money is payable in presenti. 


This was an application to set aside a demurrer to a declara- 
tion on the common counts upon the ground that it was 
frivolous. 

The declaration in the commencement omitted the words 
“money payable,” which it is stated, in the directions given in 
Schedule B. of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (15 & 16 
Vict. c. 76), should precede the money counts, and it commenced. 
by alleging that the plaintiff sued the defendant “for money 
lent by the plaintiff to the defendant,” for interest, and on ac- 
counts stated—pursuing, in other respects, the forms given by 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, s. 59, and Sched. B. of 
that Act. 

The demurrer was to so much of the declaration as related to 
the count for money lent, upon the ground that, as it was not 
alleged that the plaintiff was suing for “ money payable,” it 
did not appear that the sum claimed was due at the time of the 
action being brought, or that there was a cause of action. 

Mr. 0. B C. Harrison, in support of the application, sub- 
mitted that the count as it stood was sufficient, and that to 
allow the demurrer would be to contravene the spirit and inten- 
tion of the Common Law Procedure Act of 1852; that it is ex- 
pressly provided by the 91st section of that Act that a departure 
from the letter of the forms in Sched. B. shall not be deemed 
erroneous so long as the substance is expressed, and that the 
form adopted here was substantially the same. The law implies 
that money lent is money due, and a present debt; and the in- 
troduction of the words ‘‘ money payable” would not render the 
allegation less ambiguous, as “‘ money payable” may mean pay- 
able at a future as well as at the present time. In Fagg v. 
Nudd (3 E. & B. 650), it was decided on demurrer that the 
omission of the same words, as here, did not render a count,on 
an account stated bad. Place vy. Potts (8 Ex. 705), the earliest 
case upon the point, was there cited, and although in that case, 
and in Wilkinson v. Sharland (10 Ex. 724; 8. C. 11 Ex. 33), it 
was held that the omission of these words rendered the declara- 
tion bad; the counts in both the latter cases were for freight, 
and not, as here, the ordinary money count. 

Mr. Chitty, in support of the demurrer, contended that the 
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demurrer should be allowed. The count, in Fagg v. Nudd, si 
distinguishable from the count in this case, as the terms of the 
count on an account stated allege that the money is ‘‘ found to 
be due.” The same objections which prevailed in Place v. Potts 
exist in the present case. The count does not show that there 
is a debt payable in presenti 

Mr. Baron CHANNELL said he would not go so far as to say 
that the count as it stood was bad, but he could not say that 
the demurrer was frivolous. It appeared to him that the cause 
of action was ambiguously and insufficiently stated, as it was 
not shown that the claim was payable at the time when the 
action was brought. If it had been alleged that the defendant 
was indebted, as in the old form of count; or that the money was 
due, as it is in the count on an account stated in Fagg v. Nudd, 
the introduction of these statements might have made a differ- 
ence; but there were no such words here, and the count was 
not substantially the same with the form provided by the 
statute. 

Application refused. 

An application, under 15 & 16 Vict. c. 72, s. 222, was then 
made to amend the declaration by inserting the words omitted, 
which was allowed on payment of costs, taxed at £3 3s. 


The will of the Hon. Sir Edward (Baron) Alderson was 
rpoved under £60,000. 


The Solicitor-General is seriously ill with an attack of 
brain fever. 


& 
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Recent Decisions in Chancery. 








Of all the Orders of the Court of Chancery, there is scarcely 
one which has given rise to so much conflict of opinion as the 
38th Order of August, 1841. Independently of that order, 
it was a well established rule that a defendant submitting to 
answer must answer fully, and although Lord Cottenham was 
supposed to have trenched upon this doctrine by his judgment 
in Adams vy. Fisher 3 My. & Cr. 526, Lord Lyndhurst, in 
the subsequent case of Lancaster v. Evors, 1 Ph. 349, held, 
that Adams vy. Fisher did not affect the general rule that a 
defendant answering must answer fully, and that if he has a 
defence against the plaintiff's equity, he must avail himself 
of it by demurrer or plea, and not by refusing the discovery 
sought. The defendant, however, was entitled to demur to 
the discovery, even though the relief was not open to demurrer. 
This he could do on various grounds, such as that it would 
expose him to penalties, that it would involve a disclosure of 
his own title as distinguished from that of the plaintiff, or 
that the discovery sought was immaterial to the relief prayed. 

In this state of the law, the 38th Order of August, 1841, 
provided, that a defendant should be at liberty by answer to 
decline answering any interrogatory, or part of an interrogatory, 
from answering which he might have protected himself by 
demurrer; and that he should be at liberty so to decline, not- 
withstanding he should answer other parts of the bill from 
which he might have protected himself by demurrer. 

The construction of this order was considered by V. C. Wig- 
ram, in Tipping v. Clark (2 Hare, 383), and Drake v. Drake (2 
Hare, 647), and the Vice-Chancellor held that the order was 
made to enable a defendant to protect himself from answering 
any particular interrogatory in a demurrable bill, although he 
might have chosen not to put ina demurrer, and have submitted 
to answer other interrogatories. In Fairthorne v. Weston (3 
Hare, 387), and Woods v. Woods (3 Hare, 411), the same 
learned judge adhered to his view that the order applied to a 
case where the bill was generally demurrable. The same ques- 
tion came before L. J. Knight Bruce, then V. C., in Baddeley v. 
Curwen (2 Coll. 151), and he held, that, according to the true 
interpretation of the order, it did not relieve a defendant from 
answering interrogatories objectionable only on the ground that 
a demurrer to the whole bill, if filed in time, would have been 
sustainable. After this judgment, Sir J. Wigram entered fully 
into the question, in Kaye v. Wall (3 Hare, 283), and again 
acted upon his original opinion. The point then came before 
Lord Cottenham, in Mason v. Wakeman (2 Ph. 516), and he 
held that the word demurrer in the order meant not a general 
demurrer to the bill, as V. C. Wigram had held, but a demurrer 
toa particular interrogatory. Again, in Padley v. Lincoln Water- 
works, Lord Cottenham laid it down that a defendant is bound 
to answer all such questions as would not, before the order of 
1841, have been open to demurrer for immateriality or other 
Special ground of objection to the particular discovery. It was 





thus finally settled that the order did not help a defendant 
whose ground for refusing to answer an interrogatory was 
simply that the bill was demurrable. 

In Bates v. Christ's College (6 W. R. 337),the question has 
arisen in a different form. The plaintiff, the rector of a parish, 
filed a bill against the college, who were the patrons, alleging that 
he, the plaintiff, was in possession of one moiety of the glebe and 
tithes, and that he was entitled to the other moiety which was in 
the possession of the college, and praying a declaration accordingly, 
and delivery up of the title deeds. By one of the interroga- 
tories filed, the defendants were required to make discovery of the 
deeds and documents relating to the moiety which they claimed. 
The defendants put in an answer, and claimed to be absolute 
owners of the moiety of the glebe, and denied the plaintiff’s 
title, and declined to furnish any discovery as to the particulars 
of their moiety of the glebe or the title deeds relating thereto. 
To this answer the plaintiff excepted for insufficiency. For the 
defendants it was argued, that, though the bill was not generally 
demurrable, so much of it as sought relief as to the glebe lands 
was demurrable as raising a mere legal question, and that on a 
bill part of the relief prayed by which was demurrable, the de- 
fendant was at liberty to decline answering the interrogatories 
relating to that portion of the case. L. J. Knight Bruce held, 
that, on a question of exceptions turning on the 38th Order of 
August, 1841, all the relief prayed must, for the purpose of the 
argument, be considered as proper, although at another stage of the 
suit it might prove to be otherwise, and supported the decision of 
the court below in requiring a further answer. L.J. Turner 
expressed himself as not well satisfied on the point; but as the 
opinion of L. J. Knight Bruce was in accordance with that of 
the Vice-Chancellor, the judgment of the court below was 
affirmed. The effect of this decision, therefore, is, that the 
Order of 1841 gives protection to a defendant only where his 
objection is founded on the nature of the particular interroga- 
tory, and not where it rests on a want of equity either in the 
whole or any portion of the relief prayed. 

A difficulty often occurs in the conduct of a cause, in pro- 
curing the attendance of witnesses for cross-examination. It 
was settled a long time back that the party desiring to cross- 
examine cannot require the other party to the cause to produce 
his witnesses for the purpose ( Winthrop v. Elderton, 1 W. R. 318), 
and it has sometimes happened that where a plaintiff or de- 
fendant has himself given evidence, he has succeeded in throw- 
ing insurmountable obstacles in the way of a cross-examina- 
tion by his opponent. In Wellesley v. Mornington (5 W. R. 
528), the plaintiff, after filing his atlidavits, went to Paris for 
the season, and the defendant being unable, as was alleged, to 
afford the expense of sending a special examiner to Paris, 
applied to the court for an order that the plaintiff might come 
to London to be cross-examined. VV. C. Kindersley, however, 
considered that it would be impossible for him to make an order 
upon the plaintiff to come to this country; the practice being 
not to compel a witness to come to London unless he lives 
within twenty miles (Read v. Prest, 2 W. R. 86). He, there- 
fore, refused the application; suggesting at the same time that 
the utmost he could do would be to refuse to hear the affidavits 
if the plaintiff did not come to be cross-examined upon them. 
This practice of making the use of particular evidence condi- 
tional on proper facilities being given for cross-examination is 
now frequently acted on by the judges; and if made the inva- 
riable rule, it will, no doubt, effectually put down the tricky 
policy of putting in evidence and then evading cross-examina- 
tion. We may mention, that, in the case of Wightman v. Whiel- 
ton, which we noticed recently, this policy was successful, and 
the defendants afterwards put in attidavits which subjected 
them to cross-examination. 

Thecourts have generally been rather strict in refusing to admit 
affidavits filed after the time prescribed by the general orders 
(see Thompson v. Partridge, 2W. R.113). A late case of Douglas 
v. Archbutt (5 W. R. 393) is an instance in which the indulgence 
was granted to the plaintiff, one of whose affidavits had been filed 
more than a week after the evidence had closed. Evidence was 
given showing that the delay was caused by the inadvertence of 
a clerk of the plaintiff's solicitor; and on this ground the affi- 
davit was admitted, on the terms of the plaintiff paying the 
costs of the application, and with liberty to the defendants to 
file further affidavits on their side within a fortnight. 

Wright v. Kirby (5 W. R. 391), is a decision of the Master of 
the Rolls, which will have an important practical bearing upon 
proceedings by incumbrancers on insufficieut estates. The pro- 
perty in question consisted of a fund, the proceeds of a sale, 
which was loaded with a multitude of charges, principally 
judgments, far exceeding the value of the property. The bill 
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was filed by a mesne incumbrancer, who in the course of the 
suit settled certain prior claims on the estate under the direc- 
tion of the court. On his part it was contended that his costs 
were incurred in making the property available for tue incum- 
brancers generally, and that he was entitled to have his costs 
paid before payment of the charges of prior incumbrancers. 
The defendants, on the other hand, contended that the plaintiff’s 
costs, like those of any other incumbrancer, were to be paid, 
together with his principal and interest, according to the pri- 
ority of his charge, and cited many authorities which seemed to 
countenance this view. The Master of the Rolls decided in 
favour of the plaintiff, and allowed him his costs in the first 
instance, a judgment which, whether novel or not, certainly met 
the justice of the case. 


a ae 


Cases at Common Law specially Interesting to 
Attorneys. 





HusBaAND AND WIFE.—LIABILITY FOR HousEHOLD EXPENSES. 
Ruddock v. Marsh, 5 W. R., Exch., 359. 


This case turned on the often-recurring question, as to the 
extent of a husband’s liability to pay for articles supplied to 
his wife without his express authority. The defendant's de- 
fence was, that he had provided his wife with sufficient ready 
money for the use of herself and family, and, therefore, that she 
had no right to pledge his credit ; but the jury were directed by 
the Recorder of Manchester that this was no answer, since the 
goods supplied were necessaries; and that the husband was 
bound by her authority in these matters, as his general agent. 
This ruling was held to be correct by the Court of Exchequer ; 
and they intimated that the plaintiff was justified in supplying 
the goods, as he had not received notice from the husband that 
he intended to limit her agency as to the matters usually under 
the management of the wife, household expenditure being of 
that description. 

It is to be remarked that this ruling is quite in accordance 
with the cases of Clifford v. Laton (3 C. & P.15), and Montague 
v. Espinasse (1 C. & P. 356), which decide that where goods are 
ordered by the wife, and furnished for the necessary supply of 
the house and maintenance of the family, the authority of the 
wife, as agent, is presumed ; and that it lies on the husband to 
show that they were furnished under such circumstances that he 
is not liable to pay for them. Though, on the other hand, it has 
been laid down, recently, that the fact of the wife having, without 
her husband’s consent or knowledge, ordered a variety of articles 
of clothes from different tradesmen concurrently with receiving 
from him a suitable allowance for dress, is sufficient to rebut 
the presumption of assent arising from their cohabitation 
(Reneaux v. Teakle, 8 Exch. 680). It would seem, on the 
whole, that the same rule applies as between master and ser- 
vant. Ifthe husband has been in the habit of paying for goods 
purchased by his wife on credit, that will be evidence of a 
continuing agency; and, to avoid future liability, he must give 
notice to the person with whom he has so dealt that he will not 
be answerable any more. 


BANKRUPTCY—ARRANGEMENT CLAUSES. 
McNaught v. Russell, 5 W. R., Exch., 360. 

To an action on a bill of exchange, the defendant (a trader who 
was sued as acceptor) pleaded a deed of arrangement, made sub- 
sequently to the acceptance, between himself and certain of his 
creditors. This deed was under, and conformable to, the 224th 
and the 228th sections of the Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act, 
1849, and was executed by six-sevenths in number and value of 
his creditors, but not by the plaintiff, though he had full notice 
and opportunity to do so. The deed in question provided for the 
liquidation of the affairs of the defendant, under the inspector- 
ship of certain parties, and that the effects should be distributed 
“amongst, and for the benefit of, the creditors,” in the same 
manner, and with the same rights and equities, as if the 
defendant had been adjudicated a bankrupt at a date a fortnight 
after the execution of the deed, but with a provision that any 
creditor party to the deed, who sued the bankrupt, should be 
excluded from such distribution, and be held to have released 
his debt. Several objections were now made, on demurrer, to 
such a deed of arrangement being pleadable in bar to the action. 
Thus, 1st, it was said the deed did not provide, as it should have 
done, for the distribution among ail the creditors, but those only 
who were parties. The court disposed of this‘by saying, that, 
on the true construction of the deed, all the creditors would be 
entitled to a dividend. 2nd. It was said that there was no 








provision for the benefit of such persons as might become cre- 
ditors between the date of the deed and the period mentioned 
therein, as that to which the distribution should have reference ; 
but to this it was answered, that the plea contained an aver- 
ment that no such creditors existed. 3rd. It was said that the 
deed was vitiated by the covenant it contained, that any party 
thereto who sued the bankrupt should lose his debt; but the 
court said the plaintiff was not damnified by such a clause, as 
he was not a party. And they gave judgment for the de- 
fendant. 
Composition WITH CREDITORS. 
Boyd v. Hind, 5 W. R., Exch. C., 361. 

In this case some important principles of the law of com- 
position between debtors and creditors, not under the super- 
intendence either of the bankrupt or insolvent courts, were 
discussed. 

It appears that the true nature of the defence afforded by 
such compositions to an action at the suit of a creditor, was 
first distinctly defined in the year 1831, in the case of Good y. 
Cheeseman (2 B. & Adolf. 318). Ever since that case, it has 
been settled law that a composition agreement signed by several 
creditors, even though not framed so as to be pleadable as a 
release, or though it remain uncarried out, so as not to 
amount to a satisfaction, may be pleaded in bar to an 
action for the original debt, brought by any creditor who 
signed it; and this, because for such agreement there 
is a valid consideration to each creditor signing—viz., the under- 
taking of the other compounding creditors to give up a part of 
their claim. In the above case, the plaintiff had not himself 
signed any composition paper, but other creditors had: and it 
was said that on the paper being brought to him for signature, 
he had asked if one L. had signed, and, on being answered in 
the negative, rejoined, ‘I will not sign till L. has signed;” but 
that, on L. afterwards signing, the plaintiff still refused to sign ; 
and it was contended that these circumstances brought the case 
within the doctrine laid down by Lord Tenterden in Wood v. 
Roberts (1 Stark. 417), where he ruled, that, if one creditor, 
by undertaking himself to release his debtor, induced another 
creditor to compound with their common debtor, he could not 
sue on his original debt, because such action would, by tending 
to diminish the common fund, be a fraud on the other creditor 
so induced. But the Court of Exchequer Chamber (confirming 
the judgment of the Court of Exchequer) held that the present 
case was distinguishable in point of fact from that relied on, as 
there was no evidence that the plaintiff had induced L. to com- 
pound; and they also intimated their opinion that, even ifhe had, 
it would have afforded no answer to the action. The court also 
observed on another case cited for the defendant (Butler v. 
Rhodes, 1 Esp. 230), in which Lord Kenyon ruled that a plain- 
tiff who had not only induced other creditors to execute a com- 
position deed, but the debtor to assign all his property to trus- 
tees, could not recede from what he had done, and sue for the 
original debt; and remarked that, in the present case, the de- 
fendant had not been induced in any way to alter his position 
from the alleged promise of the plaintiff to sign the composition 
paper. In connection with this case, it should be noted that 
the case of Norman v. Thompson (4 Ex. 755), is incorrectly re- 
ported, both in the pleadings and the judgment, ex relatione, 
Willes, J., who was counsel in the case. 


Master & SeERvANT—AcTION UNDER 9 & 10 Vicr. c. 93. 
Degg v. The Midland Railway Co., 5 W. R., Exch., 364. 


This was an action under Lord Campbell’s Act, 9 & 10 Vict. 
c. 93, brought by the administratrix of one J. D., who had died 
of injuries he had received while assisting the servants of the 
defendants in removing a truck. It appeared at the trial that 
the deceased had voluntarily offered his services—happening 
casually to be on the line—and while he was so engaged an 
engine was driven by servants of the defendants against the 
truck he was helping to shift, and caused the accident of which 
hedied. The case was argued for the plaintiff on the general 
principle of respondeat superior ; but the court, without much 
difficulty, decided in favour of the defendants, on the ground 
that if deceased had himse/f been the servant of the defendants, 
they would not have been liable for his death caused by his 
fellow-servants, if competent generally to their work, and the 
negligence causing the accident not being authorised by the 
defendants—a doctrine clearly established by Priestley v. Fowler 
(3 Mee. & W.1), and more recently by Hutchinson v. York, 
Newcastle, and Birmingham Railway Company (5 Exch. 348), 
and Tarrant v. Webb (18 C. B. 797)—and the circumstance of 
the party injured in the case before them having volunteered his 
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services (and being, indeed, in some sense a wrong-doer), did 
not, for the purposes of the present action, confer on him 
greater rights, or impose on the defendants other liabilities, than 
would have attached to them respectively had he been a hired 
servant. 


INDICTMENT AGAINST CORPORATION—CERTIORARI—COSTS. 
Regina v. The Mayor, §c., of Manchester, 5 W. R., Q. B., 373. 

Our readers may remember that a few weeks ago* we drew 
their attention to a case which had arisen on the recognisances 
for costs required on removing indictments by certiorari. 
Another point on the same subject has just been decided. An 
indictment having been directed by the justices to be preferred 
at sessions against the defendants for neglecting to repair a 
road, the prosecutor had obtained a certiorari to remove the in- 
dictment into the Queen’s Bench, on the ground that the case 
could not be tried at the sessions by reason of the defendants 
being a corporation, and, therefore, unable to appear in person. 
The present application was made by the defendants under 
16 & 17 Vict. c. 30, ss. 4 & 5, to set aside the writ, on the 
ground that the prosecutor had not entered into any recogni- 
sance to pay costs in case the defendants should be acquitted ; 
and it was resisted on the ground that the writ could not be 
said to have issued “at the instance” of the prosecutor (which 
are the words used in the 5th section of the above Act), but from 
the necessity of the case. And inasmuch as the only penalty 
attached by the statute to not entering into the recognisance is 
that the court to which the certiorari is directed shall disregard 
it, and proceed to the trial of the indictment, which was not ap- 
plicable to the case of a corporation, and would, therefore, in 
such case, lead to a failure in justice, the court held that the 
case was not brought within the operation of the 5th section, 
and refused the application. 


County Court—Norice or AprEAL—SERVICE ON 
ATTORNEY. 
Evans v. Matthews, 5 W. R., B. C., 404. 

This case turned on the notice which is required before ap- 
pealing from the decision of a county court judge. This 
notice is regulated partly by 13 & 14 Vict. c. 61, s. 14, which 
requires the party appealing to give the opposite party or his 
attorney such notice within ten days, and partly by the 141st 
of the county court rules of December, 1856, by which the 
notice is directed to be in writing, and to contain a statement of 
the grounds of appeal, and to be sent by post or otherwise both to 
the registrar and to the successful party. 

In the present case there were two defendants, and notice of 
appeal on the part of the plaintiff was properly served on both 
within the ten days, but no statement of the grounds of ap- 
peal having been inserted in the notice, the plaintiff delivered a 
second notice, stating the grounds; and this last notice, though 
duly served on the registrar and on one of the defendants, within 
the ten days, did not reach the hands of the other defendant till 
the morning of the eleventh day, though it had been posted to 
him on the afternoon of the tenth. It appeared that the plaintiff 
had also endeavoured to serve this notice on the defendant’s 
attorney, but his office was shut up, and it was suggested, in 
order to prevent the service. The county court judge signed 
the case for appeal, notwithstanding the defendant’s objection 
and protest. 

Mr. Justice Frle disposed of the case in favour of the appel- 
lant, chiefly in deference to the decision of Sir John Patteson, 
in the case of Cannon v. Johnson (21 L. J., Q. B., 164), to the 
effect that the statement of the ground of appeal was required 
only for the information of the court below, and that the supe- 
rior court would receive any notice of which he, the county court 
judge, testified his approval by signing the case. The court 
also intimated that a notice left outside an attorney’s office who 
had shut it up on purpose to prevent service, would be held to 
have been properly served. The respondent was made to pay 
the costs of the application to strike out the appeal without 


argument. 
a 
Law Offices under a Minister of Hustice, 


THE ACCOUNTANT-GENERAL’S OFFICE. 

One great point in having a department of state addressed to 
the care of legal affairs, would be that we should thus secure a 
perpetual supervision of all the law offices. Until within the 
last twenty or twenty-five years every law officer was paid by 
fees, and he took care to do his work with all expedition so as 





* Vide supra, p. 102. . 





to earn the fee assigned to him on its completion. Ample 
abuse arose from this system, and the House of Commons 
Committee of (we think) 1830, to whom the change of the 
whole plan is attributable, had full reasons, which we need not 
now enumerate, for recommending the abolition of the old 
scheme of official remuneration. In conformity with their 
report, we believe every officer in every court is now placed on 
salary. By this change temptation to official extortion and to 
the multiplication of steps and processes at the requirement of 
the officers of the courts has been taken away ; but on the other 
hand there is now no motive presented to the officer to get 
through his work. The principals of the offices have generally 
no control over their subordinates. If, for instance, any young 
gentleman can get political patronage enough to be put at the 
bottom of the list of Chancery registrar's clerks, and if he does 
not absent himself from office more than occasionally, and does 
not get tipsy in the office, be his capacity almost what it may, 
he must in due time advance to the important post of Registrar ; 
and all the time let him do much, little, or nothing, his advance 
is at the same rate, and his pay the same. 

One would think that on such a plan that office must long 
since have become effete. But things are not in reality nearly 
as bad as & priori we might expect; and although there are 
points which might well be looked into in the Registrar’s as well 
as in most other law offices, the public has there in the main a 
most excellent set of officers. 

Theoretically, the Accountant-General’s Office is under much 
better arrangements than the Registrar's. It has a head under 
whom all the clerks are placed, and who, we believe, might re- 
move or readily cause to be removed any of them. But here, 
again, the official regulations and the mode of transacting busi- 
ness, and still more the strength of the establishment with 
reference to the public demands upon it, especially in times of 
pressure, want a thorough investigation in the interest of the 
suitor and from the suitor’s point of view. This is a very difficult 
thing to get. Investigation from the patron’s point of view, or 
the judges’ point of view, or the bar point of view, is another 
thing. All these interests are represented in the present Chan- 
cery Commission—that of the bar in preponderating numbers. 
But there is not a solicitor or an officer of Court upon it, or 
any one else whom the suitors have elected or placed in per- 
sonal trust or confidence. To proceed to the case of the 
Accountant-General’s Office, we will pass by the question of 
official arrangements—such, for instance, as that requiring the 
constant production on every transaction of the one same par- 
ticular copy of the order of Court, and yet letting it be taken 
away by any one who pleases to walk to the public pigeon-hole 
in the office, over which is written “Solicitors are requested to 
take away their orders.” We will come to the question of offi- 
cial strength. The inadequacy of the Accountant-General’s 
Office in respect of strength has for some time been a matter of 
most serious inconvenience to the suitor, and, we should have 
thought (but this surely the Accountant-General himself would 
not have permitted), of undue and unjust pressure on all the 
office clerks, particularly the seniors. We expect the concern 
will break down just before the next Long Vacation. We have 
been attempting to make out the facts bearing on this subject. 
As far as we can ascertain, the yearly increase of causes and 
matters fifteen years ago was about 100 a year. There were 
then, we believe, about ten to twelve thousand accounts opened 
in.the Accountant-General’s books. The yearly increase now 
cannot be less than 600 a year, and the number of distinct 
accounts, we believe, is at least 20,000. Formerly, accumula- 
tions of interest were not allowed to be invested in stock until 
they amounted to £40; and in practice not till they amounted 
to a much larger sum. Now, thanks to Lord St. Leonard’s, 
they are invested when they reach 37. 10s. And what is 
a far greater source of labour: formerly investments of income 
were only made on request of the parties; and now, they are 
made, as of course, under the general order of Court. The 
balances of stock and cash in the Accountant-General’s books 


| have increased very considerably in the same period — ten 
| millions sterling at least. 


In, we think, 1842, when the Equity Exchequer Court was 
abolished, a fourth division was added to the office, which up to 
that time consisted of three divisions only. The division R. to 
Z., has one clerk more than the others—we presume, because it 
has the suitors’ fund and suitors’ fee fund accounts; and since 
1842, the only addition, we believe, made to the whole of this 
most important office is that of two junior clerks in each depart- 
ment; and a rumour is now prevalent that this discreditable 
state of things is proposed to be bolstered up by perhaps a 
further additional junior clerk each. 
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What is wanted in the Accountant-General’s office is more 
departmental strength. No department should have in it more 
accounts than 4,000 at the outside. In each division the 
important work is reading the orders, and drawing and 
delivering principal and income cheques in obedience to them. 
Neither this work nor the keeping of ledgers, journals, &c., can 
be subdivided in a division. But, alas! our law offices are 
always tinkered on the following recipe:—‘‘ Wanted more head 
-—Then add to the tail.” On this plan the Chancery Judges’ 
Chambers were doctored two years ago. Large salaries are paid 
to all the heads. Are these heads afraid of public attention 
being called to that fact ?—or what is it ? 

Another great want is a branch office of the Bank of England 
to pay the cheques in Chancery-lane. The Bankruptcy Court, 
though close to Threadneedle-street, has obtained this great 
convenience for its suitors, and has a branch in Basinghall- 
strect. This want has been pressed upon the Great Seal by 
the solicitors for years past, but hitherto without success. 

It is indeed hopeless and useless to look to the Lord Chan- 
cellor or the judges to set these matters right. They possess 
none of the time, and none of the knowledge requisite. 
The needs relate to subjects utterly outside all bar experience. 
What judge ever was inside the Accountant-General’s office ? 
Doubtless they even receive their own salaries by power of attorney 
to their bankers. A department of State, bound to answerorally to 
Parliament, by its ostensible president or secretary for the 
efficiency of every office and every court, could not afford such 
political capital to the Opposition as the continued existence of 
the present state of things in the offices of the law and its 
courts would undoubtedly furnish. Whatever other results, good 
or bad, might follow from the appointment of a State depart- 
ment as to justice, we should certainly get the suitor’s business 
done better in the offices and quicker in the courts. The office 
we have had under especial consideration is the trustee and 
bank department of the court. It takes care of fifty millions 
of property ; and does this on the guarantee of the public purse; 
and, strange tosay, it does this gratis as regards these £50,000,000, 
making the litigant suitors pay the cost. At a cost of eight 
or ten pounds to the Suitors’ Fund, we have known an estate of 
£100,000 taken care of, and its trusts administered for a period 
of two or three generations ; the rest of the cost to the court be- 
yond the eight or ten pounds being levied upon the poor 
suitors who come to have their injuries redressed. All this 
was reported on by a select committee of the House of Commons 
some years since, and a per-centage charge on the funds under 
care in this office recommended as the fairest way of raising 
the Chancery Court tax. V.C. Wood, the Master of the Rolls, 
and Lord Justice Turner were on that committee. But the 
Great Seal has not yet listened to its recommendation. Had 
there been a Secretary for Justice, in the House, could such 
have been the case ? 


> 
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Correspondence. 


CAN COUNSEL AND ATTORNEYS ATTEND NAVAL 
COURTS? 


To the Editor of Tae Soxicrrors’ JournaL & Reporter. 





Srr,—The columns of a law journal seem to be the best to 
which any Englishman believing himself wronged can appeal 
for justice. Agitation ever leads to reform. The officers of the 
merchant service frequenting the Levant are now most deeply 
interested in the solution of the following question—viz. Can 
or cannot counsel and attorneys attend naval courts? I do 
not mean naval courts-martial, but “naval courts ” constituted 
eo nomine under section 260 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 17 
& 18 Vict. c. 104, which came into operation May 1, 1855. 
That section is as follows :—‘ Any officer in command of any 
ship of her Majesty on any foreign station, or, in the absence of 
such officer, any consular officer, may summon a court, to be 
termed a Naval Court,” in certain cases which are specified under 
the section just quoted. 

One of the cases in which a court can be called for has just 
arisen at Constantinople. The charges in that case are now 
before me. They are merely worded thus:—“ William Bell, 
James Edwards, Daniel Ker, and John Taylor, of the Inker- 
mann, versus Robert Driver, of the Inkermann, master, for 
drunkenness and violent conduct; and for assault on the said 
William Bell, on Feb. 5, 1857.” These charges were written 
as above, and delivered to the master from the British Consulate 
at Pera. He is by the public still believed to be the victim of 
his crew, who are said to have trumped up the charges for 





reasons of their own. The naval court has, however, found him 
guilty, and he has been removed from his ship, and apparently 
without any legal means of here recovering the wages due to him, 
The depositions taken before that court have gone home to the 
Board of Trade, and a letter from the master’s counsel has also 
been despatched to Lord Clarendon, asking for the opinion of 
the law officers of the Crown, and of the legal advisers of the 
Board of Trade, upon the question with which this letter is 
headed. 

Let me beg you to bear in mind that it is the general opinion 
in Constantinople, that, had counsel appeared for the captain, he 
must have been acquitted. As it was, one of the three judges 
who sat on the court held out about an hour in his favour, 
There was doubt, and he ought to have had the benefit of the 
doubt. The assault, it is said, was really in self-defence; the 
drunkenness, a matter of opinion; and in this case, the captain 
had been remarkable for thirty-three years as a sober man, 
Men do not change their character in a few hours, 

* To black from white, 

In a single night; 

As hair has done from sudden fright.” 
You must excuse this inversion, as the poet really said, “* From 
black to white.” ais n’importe. The testimonial going to 
England in the captain’s favour is signed by those who have 
known him for a long period or sailed with him. Since the war, 
it has been very difficult to manage crews in the merchant ser- 
vice—at least, so it is found in and near Constantinople. One 
seaman can call a naval court on his captain: (Sec. 260, 261.) 

The captain in the present case applied to be heard by coun- 
sel. The court refused him. What, then, is the meaning of 
“ defence either in person or otherwise,” if a man may not appear 
by his attorney (sec. 241); or an ‘opportunity of making a 
defence” (sec. 261); if, though a good sailor, he is so perfectly 
ignorant of courts, whether naval, consular, or otherwise, as to 
require legal assistance. Many a long-headed fellow before the 
mast—a ticket-of-leave man for instance—is now a better sea- 
lawyer than his captain, The insertion of this letter may draw 
many valuable contributions to your columns, do essential ser- 
vice ‘“‘ wherever wood will float,” and settle once and for all 
this verata que stio. Your obedient servant, 

Bosphorus, Feb, 26, 1857. True Buve. 


DAVISON v. DUNCAN. 

To the Editor of Tue Soxicrrors’ JournaAL & REpoRTER. 

Sir,—I observe in your paper of the 14th inst. the following 
passage, which occurs in the course of some editorial remarks 
upon the now celebrated case of Davison v. Duncan :—“ The 
insertion of a single line of caution to the readers of the Adver- 
tiser would have sufficed to clear it of the charge of malice, and 
prepared the way for the explanation which Mr. Davison would, 
no doubt, have offered.” Now, Sir, without reminding your 
readers that, even in the absence of such a “caution” as that 
to which you refer, both the judge and jury who tried the cause 
concurred in absolving the defendants from the slightest im- 
putation of malice. I may be permitted, in the face of the 
actual facts, to doubt very much whether Mr. Davison would 
have so readily offered the explanation which you appear to 
think so natural under the circumstances. The fact is, the 
whole tenor of Mr. Davison’s conduct in the matter would lead 
to exactly the opposite conclusion; and as an instance of this, 
I may observe that the alleged libellous matter was printed in 
the impression of the Durham Advertiser of the 10th of October 
last. The next weekly issue of the paper took place on the 
17th of October, and yet, without waiting to ascertain whether 
any public explanation or apology was offered by the defendants 
or others, Mr. Davison, on the 16th of October, rushes into law, 
and sues out his writ, claiming a thousand pounds for the 
damage done to his character. What, let me ask, would you 
have said if such a proceeding as this had been adopted by a 
solicitor as against the proprietors of THE So.icirors’ JouRNAL? 
Would you not at once have said that the party inculpated had 
not only violated the rules of common courtesy and fair dealing, 
but had, by the retaliating and vindictive character of his pro- 
ceedings, entirely disentitled himself to the slightest claim for com- 
pensation at the hands of a right-minded jury? Whatever may 
be thought of the principle of ‘ privilege” contended for by the 
journals in other respects, I am of opinion that the proprietors 
of the Durham Advertiser, by their spirited resistance to this 
attack upon their fair prerogative, have earned—and, in some 
measure, I am glad to say, have received—the thanks both of 
the British public and of the press. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
March 17, 1857. Lex. 
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DELAYS IN CHANCERY. 

To the Editor of Tue Soxricrrors’ Journau & REvPorRTER. 

Under the present rules of practice in Chancery there 
ought not to be any complaints of delay in that court; but 
there are complaints of it, and amongst the profession, too. 
These arise from an abuse of the discretion vested in one set of 
officers of the court—the chief clerks. I do not wish to be 
understood as including them all; but, as a body, the chief 
clerks are far too ready and willing to listen to excuses for 
delay, and to grant extensions of time for putting in answers 
and taking evidence. An application, supported by an affidavit 
that “ papers are before counsel,” even if it be the second or 
third, is almost certain to be successful. The time allowed by 
the rules of court ought not to be extended without good cause 
being shown, and the delay of counsel ought not to be allowed 
as “good cause” any more than the delay of the solicitor; and 
it should be satisfactorily shown that solicitors and counsel 
have used their best endeavours to perform their work within 
the limited times. 

There are, doubtless, many cases where the discretion ought 
to be exercised; but it should not be abused, as at present. 

March 19, 1857. A Lonpon Soricrror. 


-_—_—---—-_~<—_ ---- 
Rebiehos 


Daniell’s Practice of the High Court of Chancery. Third 
edition; adapted to the present Practice of the Court. By 
Tuomas Emerson HeApiam, M.P., one of Her Majesty’s 
Counsel. In 2 vols. London: Stevens and Norton. 


The third edition of ‘ Daniell’s Practice,” edited by Mr. 
Headlam, M.P. and Q. C., has appeared just at the right time. 
A sufficient period has elapsed, since the passing of the statutes 
for the amendment of Chancery procedure, to fix with some- 
thing like precision the practice which has grown out of them. 
Most of the manuals of the new practice now in existence were 
published while the working of the new Acts was in a great 
degree matter of conjecture; and instead of giving definite 
explanations of what the practice was, the authors of them 
were compelled to restrict themselves to copying the statutes 
and orders, and giving their own views on the probable inter- 
pretation which would be put upon them. Some of these, 
however (as, for example, Ayckbourn’s Practice), have been 
carefully revised in later editions, so as to show the form 
which the practice has since assumed. A_ speculative 
explanation of the statutes was very well for a time, 
in default of something better, which was at first unat- 
tainable; but Mr. Headlam was wise in deferring the issue 
of his new edition until the courts had accumulated material to 
give precision to the dogmas of the text writer. The old 
“ Daniell” was in many respects a model book. - Except where 
the law had become doubtful by conflicting decisions, long dis- 
quisitions were generally eschewed, and at the same time 
almost every settled point of practice was clearly stated in the 
text itself, and supported by a reference to the latest authori- 
ties. The book, with the exception of a few portions of it, was 
framed on the right principle, and generally avoided the two 
great errors into which the authors of books of practice are 
most liable to fall. The first and most annoying of these com- 
mon faults is the introduction into the text of prolix discussions 
as to what the practice ought to be, in the place of short pithy 
statements of what it is. The second and by far the most fatal 
error is where the writer omits from the text the statement of 
important points, and contents himself with merely putting 
into a foot-note the names of the cases from which the reader 
may fish out the practice for himself—thus compelling the 
practitioner to go through the labour from which a practice 
book is intended to save him, and reducing the value of the 
work to the level of a noted-up copy of certain statutes and 
orders. We need not add that this last offence is enormously 
aggravated, if the names, as well as the substance, of important 
cases are omitted altogether. 

We are compelled to say that in the new part of the third 
edition of “‘ Daniell,” Mr. Headlam has been guilty of both 
these faults, andi has not even entitled himself to the meagre 
credit of having diligently noted up the practice cases of the 
last four or five years. Of course it is impossible for a reviewer 
to read through and examine a book of practice from cover to 
cover ; nor is it necessary to do so. In order to form a fair 


judgment of Mr. Headlam’s work, we have first looked at the 
general scope and style of it, and have then proceeded to select 





portions of the new practice of particular importance for a more 
minute examination. 

Before making any comments on the new matter, we 
have a few words to say as to the manner in which the 
old materials have been handled. Much of the former 
edition has been omitted from the present, and in many in- 
stances rightly omitted, as having become altogether obsolete. 
But the scissors have, we think, been used far too freely ; for, 
as we shall presently have to observe, there are topics on which 
the reader will still be compelled, in the course of practice, to 
refer to the old edition. There are some chapters too 
which, if retained at all in a bock on practice, ought 
to have been brought up to the existing state of the 
law, instead of being left pretty much in the condition in 
which they appeared in 1845. For example, an author, if 
he pleased, would be at liberty to restrict himself to the general 
jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery, leaving the statutory 
powers to be dealt with in a separate work; but “ Daniell’s 
Practice’ was not so limited, and included a chapter on the 
latter subject, which, so far as it extended, has been found a 
very useful addition to the work. In the present edition, Mr. 
Headlam, while retaining the chapter, has introduced a sort of 
apology, to the effect that modern statutes giving particular 
jurisdiction are so numerous that it would be impossible to go 
through all, and that he, therefore, purposes to notice only the 
more important. This excuse may perhaps be accepted with 
reference to some of the Acts passed since 1845, but as every 
solicitor knows that there are more applications under the Trustee 
Acts and Trustee Relief Act than under all other statutes put to- 
gether, it would naturally be expected that these Acts, which have 
passed since the publication of former editions of “ Daniell,” 
should be included among Mr. Headlam’s more important sta- 
tutes; and the more especially, as a section on the earlier Acts 
of the same character appeared in the old edition. The reader 
who looks for this information, however, will find himself re- 
ferred to a chapter on payment into court, where the Trustee 
Relief Act is disposed of in a very slovenly and incomplete 
manner; and with respect to the Trustee Acts he will learn 
“that they have been published separately, with notes and ex- 
planations at some length, and, consequently, that it would be 
inconvenient to insert them in this work at length.” The Eng- 
lish of this is, that these most important statutes are left with- 
out notice for fear of damaging the sale of a not very satisfactory 
little pamphlet which Mr. Headlam put forth a few years ago. It 
is really unpardonable to spoil what pretends to be a complete 
book of practice by such wilful and interested omissions. But, 
after all, the distinguishing merit of the new edition should be 
looked for in the brevity, accuracy, and completeness of its 
treatment of the new practice; and we shall, therefore, confine 
our remaining observations to that part of the book. Five 
minutes spent in skimming its pages will enable any reader to 
judge how far brevity and terseness are characteristics of the 
last additions; and a very little more time will, perhaps, 
enable him to guess pretty shrewdly how the work has been 
concocted. It is evident, indeed, at a glance, that the com- 
piler sat down with a copy of the Statutes, and of the 
Report of the Chancery Commission, and manufactured 
out of them a flowing narrative of what was intended to be 
done, and what the Statutes had accordingly enacted. After 
this great feat had been achieved (which, of course, might have 
been done just as well in November, 1852, and, in fact, was 
done better by Mr. Shelford and others in unpretending editions 
of the statutes) the second operation seems to have commenced. 
This was apparently confined to sprinkling in, at appropriate 
places, the names of a few of the cases which have been de- 
cided upon the construction of the statutes. In some very rare 
instances a word or two of explanation is actually inserted in 
the text to show what may be meant by the A. v. B. which is 
noted up against the particular clause under consideration. 
But this is quite exceptional; and the general character of the 
book is that of a loose narrative compounded out of the report 
and the statutes, with a very moderate proportion of the sub- 
sequent decisions appended in the foot-notes. Altogether, it 
affords less explanation as to the modern practice than a copy 
of Shelford’s Acts, published in 1852, and noted up by a not 
very careful clerk. The merit of the old “ Daniell” was in the 
skill with which it incorporated into a compact text a multitude 
of little but very material points of practice. A thorough 
practical familiarity with the business of the courts, and a 
minute study of the reports, are essential to the attainment of 
this kind of success; and we can find little trace of either of 
these good qualities in the additions which Mr. Headlam has 
made to the old volume. The fact that he has been an M. P, 
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and Q. C. during the time in which the new practice has grown 
up, is enough to account for his want of familiarity with points 
which seldom get out of the junior’s hands. But the high dis- 
tinctions of the editor are hardly sufficient to make quasi-poli- 
tical discussions on the wisdom of the statutes a satisfactory 
substitute for the exact guidance in dry matters of practice, 
which Mr. Headlam’s work, if good for anything, ought to 
afford. 

We feel that it would not be fair to condemn a book 
on mere general allegations as to its style and matter; and 
we are compelled, therefore, at the cost of considerable 
space to justify our general remarks by some particular 
examples. We have, therefore, sought out certain portions of 
the new practice, the treatment of which may fairly be taken as 
typical of the work generally. Among the most important 
modifications introduced by the recent statutes are the changes 
in the practice as to amendment and revivor, the abolition of 
common injunctions, and the new regulations as to the parties to a 
suit. Let us select the chapters on these subjects as the test of 
Mr. Headlam’s accuracy, completeness, and research. The 52nd 
and 58rd sections of the statute gave enlarged powers of amend- 
ment, and substituted in certain cases what are called revivor 
orders and suppiemental statements for the old practice of bills 
of revivor and supplement. The extent to which these sections 
operate has been much discussed; and the state of the authori- 
ties is still such as to make it sometimes a very difficult matter 
to determine whether the new practice will, or will not, apply. 
We propose to examine how Mr. Headlam has treated the prin- 
cipal questions which have arisen upon these sections. And, 
first, as to amendment :—‘“‘ Can a suit, which has abated or be- 
come defective, be continued by amending the record without 
obtaining an order of revivor?” This course was suggested in 
Price vy. Hamblett (1 W. R. 363), when V. C. Kindersley said, he 
should be loth to sanction the practice ; and again, in Nicholson 
v. Gibb (2 W. R. 337), where both plaintiff and defendant had 
become bankrupt, the same learned judge observed, that there 
was no doubt power to add parties by amendment, but that it 
was a most anomalous proceeding. In a later case (Heath v. 
Lewis, and Stuart v. Sturgis, 2 W. R. 641), a foreclosure suit, 
which had been taken pro confesso against a defendant Gahan, 
the mortgagor became bankrupt, and his assignees were brought 
before the court by supplemental bill; which bill was served on 
Gahan. Gahan afterwards died, and the court allowed the sup- 
plemental bill to be amended by stating the death and making 
the executrix of Gahan a party. This course of amending an 
abated bill is now very often pursued in the case of the bank- 
ruptcy or insolvency of a defendant; and if it should 
become, as is likely, the invariable rule, revivor orders may 
be dispensed with in many cases where they are now commonly 
employed, and the practice will be greatly simplified. Mr. 
Headlam, however, has not thought the subject worthy of 
notice, and the cases we have mentioned are not to be found in 
his book. 

A second question of considerable importance was — 
‘Whether a supplemental order against the executors of a de- 
ceased accounting party could be made requiring them to admit 
assets, or else to account; or whether the order under the 52nd 
section must be limited to acommon supplemental order to carry 
on the suit against the new defendants?” One of the first cases 
on this point was Tate v. Leithead (9 Hare, Ap. 51), which decided 
that orders under section 52 could not be extended so as to re- 
quire an admission of assets or an account. The only notice 
which Mr, Headlam takes of this question is by a reference to 
Tate v. Leithead in a note; and it is rather unfortunate that he 
should have overlooked all the subsequent cases (Wilding v. 
Richards, 1 W. R. 15; Dean of’ Ely v. Hensley, 1 W. R. 190; 
Grimston v. Ozley, Set. 601; Wright v. Pikstock, Id.; Ed- 
wards v. Batley, 19 Beav. 458; Cartwright v. Shepherd, 20 Beay. 
122), especially as the result has been to overrule Zate v. 
Leithead ; and orders are constantly made under the new prac- 
tice requiring executors of a deceased defendant to admit assets 
or account. 

A third question, which has been much debated, was— 
“‘ Whether a supplemental statement under sect. 53 could be 
filed so as to put upon record the facts causing an abate- 
ment, and to lay the foundation for a supplemental order 
under sect. 52, in cases where the facts were too complicated to 
rest upon a mere allegation and recital in the order, that being 
the only way in which they can be made to appear under sect. 

52, taken by itself.” In Chapman v. Heath (1 W. R. 344), V.C. 
Kindersley refused to allow this course to be taken. In Hart v. 
Tulk (2 W. R. 131), the Lord Chancellor decided that the 
. supplemental statement might be first filed, and an order under 





sect. 52 afterwards obtained, and this although the application 
was after decree. In Comerall v. Hall (2 Drew. 194, and 2 
W. R. 285), V. ©. Kindersley, after consultation with the other 
judges, stated that the attempt made to work the statute in 
this way had proved so impracticable that the statement had to 
be taken off the file; and he laid down the rule, that the supple- 
mental statement can never be used after decree, nor even before 
decree for the purpose of bringing new parties into the suit. 
To this the Vice-Chancellor added, that a supplemental bill was 
necessary — a dictum which has since been overruled. In 
Nicholson v. Gibb, where a plaintiff and defendant had both 
become bankrupt before decree, it was proposed to file a supple- 
mental statement as a foundation for an order under sect. 52; 
but it was held that neither a supplemental statement nor a 
revivor order was proper, and that a bill was neces~ 
sary; and in Heath v. Lewis (18 Beav. 527), which was 
soon after decided, the Master of the Rolls followed 
Nicholson v. Gibb, and held that a supplemental bill was 
necessary. Of all these cases, Mr. Headlam only cites 
Heath v. Lewis as his authority against the use of a supplemental 
statement under such circumstances, although that case was 
founded on the supposed necessity of a supplemental bill before 
decree —a view which has since been overruled; and, in- 
deed, Mr. Headlam notices, at p. 1156, the fact that this case 
is no longer to be relied on, although at p. 1170 he selects it as 
his only authority for the conclusion that a supplemental state- 
ment under sect. 53 cannot be filed for the purpose of bringing 
forward new parties. But though Mr. Headlam’s statement of 
the law chances in this instance not to be wrong, it is still short 
of what has actually been laid down, it being now well understood 
that the judgments in Comerall v. Hall and Nicholson v. Gibb 
contain the correct expression of the views of the judges, so far 
as they decide that a supplemental statement cannot be used to 
introduce new parties by itself, or for any purpose after decree; 
and that, notwithstanding Hart v. Tulk, it cannot be made the 
foundation for a subsequent order under sect. 52. On these two 
last points Mr. Headlam, not having discovered Comerall v. 
Hall and Nicholson v Gibb, is altogether silent. 

Except by the use of an amendment for the purpose, the only 
mode under the new practice of restoring an abated or defective 
suit is, therefore, by an order under sect. 52; and it was 
long contested whether a supplemental order could be 
made before decree, although the common revivor order 
against an heir or executor was always so allowed 
(Seton, 604). The question most frequently occurred with 
respect to assignees in bankruptcy, who, according to the old 
practice, had to be brought before the court by supplemental 
bill, and not by bill of revivor. Supplemental orders were held 
to be irregular before decree in Price v. Hambiett (1 W. R. 363), 
and several other cases; but in Lash v. Miller (4 De G. M. & 
G. 841), a supplemental order against assignees of a bankrupt 
defendant was made before decree by the Lord Chancellor, liberty 
being given to the new defendants to putin an answer. This 
has been followed since in Pickford v. Brown and Hall v. Clive; 
and Mr. Headlam has assumed that Lash y. Miller is an autho- 
rity for the position that orders under the 52nd section are 
altogether independent of the question whether the application 
is before or after decree. Whatever the law may ultimately 
come to be, this is certainly not yet settled; for the orders 
obtained in the ordinary way, under sect. 52, are always of 
course (Bonjil v. Purchas, 1 W. R. 13, & Seton, 604), whereas it 
rather appears from the judgment in Lash v. Miller that a special 
application is necessary to obtain a supplemental order against 
assignees before decree. Nor does it appear to be settled at pre- 
sent that the supplemental orders to be made before decree will 
go to the full extent of those which have been made after decree. 
We should have been better pleased, therefore, with the treat- 
ment of this subject, if Mr. Headlam had taken the pains to 
classify the decisions to which he refers, so as to show whether 
the orders were made before or after decree; and it would have 
been still more gratifying if he had given the reader some in- 
formation about such cases as Jervoise v. Clerk (2 W. R. 337), 
Wilson v. Auchterlony (1 W. R. 34), Grimston v. Oxley (1 W. 
R. 100), Robertson v. Hewetson (1 W. R. 100), Bonfil v. 
Purchas (1 W. R. 13), Petre v. Petre (1 W. R. 362), Merritt 
v. Walton (2 W. R. 544), Martin y. Purnell (3 W. R. 395), 
Phippen v. Brown (19 Jur. 698), and Langdale vy. Gili (16 Jur. 
1041), all worthy of notice, and some of them very important 
authorities upon the 52nd and 53rd sections of the statute. 

The change introduced by the assimilation of common 
to special injunctions has led to much doubt and con- 
flict as to the case which it is necessary for a plaintiff 
to make for an injunction upon a discovery bill, and 
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the extent to which a defendant can properly resist 
the application by counter-evidence, and as to the bearing 
of the conduct of the parties in this respect upon the costs. 
These are points particularly calling for some explanation on 
the part of a text writer; but Mr. Headlam as usual contents 
himself with reciting the clause of the Act, and adding in a 
note a reference to Senior y. Pritchard (16 Beav. 473) and 
Lovell y. Galloway (17 Beav. 1). But this is not the worst of 
the matter; for at a subsequent hearing of Lovell v. Galloway 
(3 W. R. 156), which seems to be unknown to the editor of 
“Daniell,” the Master of the Rolls announced that, after con- 
sultation with the judges, he had changed the views which he 
had previously expressed in the case which Mr. Headlam refers 
to as the safest guide he can find for his readers. While 
upon this point, we may also mention Chilton v. Chambers (20 
Beav. 533) as another example of Mr. Headlam’s numerous 
omissions. 

We must reserve the examination of the Chapter on Parties 
for a future occasion. 


A Manual of the Law relating to the Office of Trustee, with the 
Recent Decisions and Statutes, including the Trustee Act, and 
Proceedings under the Trustee Relief Acts; also an Appendiz, 
containing the Acts themselves, Precedents, and a full Index. 
By R. Dexny Uruine, of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at- 
law. Dublin: E. J. Milliken. London: Stevens & Norton. 


The author of this useful manual informs us in his preface 
that, in presenting ‘within a narrow compass the existing law 
relating to the office of trustee, two objects have been kept in 
view—a very compressed statement of those established doc- 
trines of equity already treated of in former works, and a fuller 
statement of the material enactments and decisions recorded 
since the year 1844”"—the date of Mr. Hill’s elaborate treatise 
on the same subject. In the book before us he has fairly accom- 
plished what he thus proposed; but, in our opinion, has suc- 
ceeded more completely in the latter than in the former object. 
It is by no means an easy matter to give a very compressed, and 
at the same time strictly accurate, statement of law. In law, 
perhaps more than in any other subject, fallacies lie in general- 
ities. Legal text-books upon special subjects are mainly useful 
when they supply copious illustration of the various moditica- 
tions of general doctrines ; and these latter, as a general rule, 
are sufficiently stated in works devoted to the maxims and prin- 
ciples of any system of jurisprudence. Generalisation and defi- 
nition in legal subjects require, therefore, considerable logical 
skill and very great care on the part of a writer, when he at- 
tempts anything more than an obvious induction from particular 
classes of cases ; where, substantially, the judges who pronounce 
the decisions, make or suggest the proper classification. These 
remarks apply to the only part of Mr. Urling’s performance of 
which we cannot entirely approve. We are at a loss to under- 
stand why he should have in the very outset resorted to such 
an authority as Stair’s “Institutes of the Laws of Scotland” 
for a definition of a Trust, which our author admits to be in- 
applicable to our system of law. Lord Coke’s well-known defi- 
nition—than which Mr. Lewin considers there can be none more 
exact—is quite as intelligible as Stair’s, while it has the merit of 
being applicable to English law. We are also somewhat doubtful 
as to the logic or the utility of the division of trusts according to 
their nature and their object—the former being subdivided into 
passive and active trusts; the latter into public and private 
trusts. It appears to us that the two categories might recipro- 
cate their names without any dislocation of their constituents. 
However, having found fault thus far, we are happy in being 
able to bear testimony to the ability and industry which cha- 
racterise the more practical portions of this excellent little 
work. To the student and country practitioner desirous of pos- 
sessing a good general not‘on of the duties, liabilities, and inci- 
dents of the office of trustee, we can strongly recommend it. 
Apart from the introductory chapter, to which our fault-finding 
observations are wholly confined, the author has shown remark- 
ably sound judgment and skill in the arrangement and treat- 
ment of his subject; and we do not know of any one work of 
the same dimensions and price where the reader can find so 
readily, or stated in so satisfactory a manner, such information 
on the office of trustee as is likely to be required in every-day 
practice. 

The most valuable part of Mr. Urling’s work is that portion 
which treats of proceedings under the Trustee Acts, 1850 and 1852, 
and under the Trustee Relief Acts. The cases relating to these 
several Acts have been diligently collected, and their result is 
generally stated with brevity and accuracy. The Appendix 
contains the Acts themselves, and the General Order of 10th 








June, 1848, consequent upon the Trustee Relief Act; and also 
the Irish Trustee Relief Act, and General Order; but no men- 
tion is made of the Orders of the 12th November, 1856, by 
which applications under the Trustee Relief Acts, where the 
trust fund does not exceed £300 ; and also applications under the 
Trustee Acts, where any decree or order has been pronounced 
for the sale or conveyance of lands, are to be made at Cham- 
bers. It is not unlikely, however, that Mr. Urling’s work may 
have gonethrough the press before these Orders appeared, though 
the title-page bears the date of the present year. 

There are also, in the Appendix, some precedents which will 
be useful to the country solicitors who do not happen to possess 
Bythewood, Martin, or Davidson. We think that a few prece- 
dents of petitions and other proceedings under the Trustee 
and Trustee Relief Acts might have been equally useful, as 
solicitors now have generally the responsibility of drawing peti- 
tions themselves without the assistance or advice of counsel. 
The author, perhaps, may make use of the suggestion in a 
future edition of his Manual, an agreeable fate which we have 
no hesitation in assigning to it, considering how useful it must 
prove to the profession generally, and to those members of it 
especially who are not very familiar with the practice of Courts 
of Equity. 


<>. 
> 


Parliamentary Proceedings. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Tuesday, March 17. 
CromaAL BREACHES oF TRUST. 

Lord St. Leonarp’s said Government had announced that it 
was their intention to bring in a bill to render breaches of 
trust criminal in certain cases, which he had no doubt would 
meet with very general acceptance. Two bills had been 
brought into Parliament, but which had not passed their Lord- 
ships’ House, to enable the South Sea Company, and another 
company, to carry on,on a gigantic scale, the trade of executing 
the trusts of every estate in the kingdom. The project of the 
former company was a failure, but the latter had commenced 
business on the principle of limited liability. He believed 
nothing could be more dangerous to the interests of society 
than that the office of trustee and executor should become a 
trade. If the bill was brought in to render breaches of trust 
criminal offences, it ought to be accompanied by a provision 
which would save trustees from the consequences of acting 
erroneously when they acted in good faith. He regretted that 
at present the courts of equity punished with great severity 
trustees and executors, even when it was proved that they had 
only erred in judgment. He hoped that Government would 
not press forward the bill which they proposed to bring in for 
rendering trustees criminally responsible for breaches of trust 
without at the same time bringing in another bill to protect 
trustees in the honest, though it might be in the mistaken, 
exercise of their trust. He also thought that the proposed bill 
should be extended to any society taking on itself the office of 
trustee and executor. 

The Lord CHANCELLOR said, his noble and learned friend 
was quite right in supposing that Government intended to bring 
in a bill to render trustees criminally responsible for breaches of 
trust. But for the present state of Parliament it would have 
been introduced this session. It was difficult to define what might 
be called breaches of trust; but what had been done was to 
provide that certain defined breaches of trust committed by a 
trustee for his own benefit should be criminally punished. 


Thursday, March 19. 


The Lorp CHANCELLOR presented a petition from the 
Liverpool Guardian Society for the Protection of Trade, which 
stated that the business of the Liverpool County Court was 
most satisfactorily administered by Mr. Joseph Pollock, the 
judge of that court; but, inasmuch as the important mercantile 
pursuits of the community of Liverpool gave rise to very 
difficult questions as to the customs of trade, and other points 
which required very great attention on the part of that judge, 
(and which he had bestowed to the prejudice of his own health,) 
the business of the court was often greatly in arrear. They 
therefore prayed for the appointment of an additional judge, 
The noble and learned lord said that the question of appointing 
an additional judge was at present under the consideration of 
the Government, but it was a very difficult thing to interpose 
in the case of Liverpool in consequence of the pressure of business, 
as other places similarly circumstanced might also ask for the 
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appointment of additional judges. It would, however, remain 
with the Legislature to determine whether an additional judge 
should be appointed in Liverpool. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
Tuesday, March 10. 
REVISION OF EXPENDITURE.* 


Mr. GLADSTONE in the course of his speech on the report of 
of supply being brought up, said—-That it did not appear to him 
that the public moneys were administered by the Government 
with that fidelity and strictness which ought to be observed. 
Having said this, he would give an instance, viz., the appoint- 
ments to the judicial bench. In the course of the last session 
of Parliament the house was obliged to draw from the public 
purse £160,000 a year in aid of the county courts, so that the 
suitors in those courts might be relieved to that extent from 
the expenses of the litigation into which they entered. He 
confessed that he had some doubts of the justness of that course. 
And at the time when the measure was passed, he had urged 
upon the Government the necessity of considering whether the 
Rumber of judges in the common law courts at Westminster 
might not be reduced. Very late in the recess a commission 
was issued for that purpose, but in the meantime two judgeships 
had fallen vacant, and, instead of making any temporary pro- 
vision for the despatch of necessary business pending the report, 
the judgeships were filled up, and life salaries, and large pen- 
sions on the basis of those salaries, cast upon the revenue. 
Shortly afterwads a third vacancy occurred through the 
lamented death of Mr. Baron Alderson. Upon this the same 
course was adopted, and the vacancy was filled up. He had 
mentioned Mr. Baron Alderson, and the House would permit 
him to add that which would be a tribute to the memory of 
that lamented judge. When the learned judge saw that he 
(Mr. Gladstone) had mentioned the subject to the House, he 
wrote to him from Italy a letter containing his views on that 
question. From that letter he would read a single passage: 
“Now it is indisputable that twelve judges are sufficient for 
the term business; aud he proceeded to detail a plan by 
which he thought the circuit business might also be efficiently 
disposed of. He could not but express his belief, that, if, 
pending the labours of a commission whose duty it was to 
inquire into the subject, three new judges had been appointed— 
Sir Robert Peel would have moved an address of the House; 
and that that address would have been carried, not only by votes 
of the opposition, but by those of members on the other side 
of the house. 

The CHANCELLOR OF THE EXCHEQUER replied, that, with 
reference to the recent appointment of judges of the superior 
courts of common law he believed a commission was issued 
during the recess to inquire into the possibility of diminishing 
their number. Vacancies in the judicial bench, however, 
occurred since that commission was appointed, which were 
filled up while the commission was sitting; but it must be 
remembered that judicial duties cannot remain unperformed, 
and that so long as the present division of circuits exists, and 
there is a demand for winter circuits and frequent gaol 
deliveries, it is necessary that the judicial bench should consist 
of as many members as now. 

Monday, March 16. 
MAstTersuirs IN CHANCERY (IRELAND). 

Mr. Vance asked if it was intended to fill up the vacant 
Mastership ? 

Viscount Patmerston said the matter was still under 
consideration. 

Mr. WuirresivE reminded the noble lord that by the existing 
Act of Parliament the fifth Mastership, whenever it became 
vacant, was not to be filled up without the consent of the 
Treasury. It had, moreover, been stated before a parlia- 
mentary committee last year that two vice-chancellors would 
be able to do all the work. 


Tuesday, March 17. 
Tue APPELLATE JURISDICTION OF THE HovsE or Lorps. 


Mr. Bowyer called attention to the case of Grey v. Pearson, 
decided on the previous day, as illustrating the present state of 
the appellate jurisdiction of the House of Lords. In that case, 
a decision had been given by Lord Justice Turner, which had 
been partially reversed by the Lord Chancellor. From that 
sentence the parties appealed; but the decision of the Lord 





* In consequence of the press of other matter we were obliged to defer 
our extracts from this debate to the present Number. —Ep. 





Chancellor was confirmed by the noble lord himself, and by 
Lord Wensleydale, against Lord St. Leonard’s, who sirongty 
supported the view taken by Lord Justice Turner. In other 
words, the decision of two great equity judges had been set 
aside by one equity judge, and a common law judge, who had 
had no experience in equity cases whatever. He wished, there- 
fore, to ask the Home Secretary if he thought this case did not 
prove that the appellate jurisdiction of the House of Lords was, 
under present circumstances, unsuited to the wants of the coun- 
try; whether her Majesty’s Government would take the matter 
into consideration; and whether they would bring forward a 
measure in the next Parliament for the purpose of constituting 
an appellate court of the last resort, fully adequate to the re- 
quirements of the community ? 

Sir G. Grey said he knew nothing whatever of the case 
referred to; but the hon. gentleman’s own statement did not 
lead him to concur in the opinion he had expressed with regard 
to the appellate jurisdiction of the House of Lords. For what 
was the fact? The decision had been come to by a majority— 
by two judges in opposition to the opinion of a third. Now 
that was so common an occurrence in courts of appeal, whether 
in equity or common law, that he could not regard it as proving 
in the slightest degree the necessity of a change in the ultimate 
appellate jurisdiction of this country. He thought it would 
not be a useful mode of occupying the time of Parliament to 
be discussing the respective merits of different judges, or in con- 
sidering whether the opinion of one judge ought to prevail 
against that of two. 

BREACHES OF TRust—Bririsu BANK. 

Sir F. Kerry asked the Attorney-General whether a bill, 
which the honourable and learned gentleman intended to 
bring forward with regard to the British Bank, would be in- 
troduced at an early period in the next Parliament. 

The ATroRNEY-GENERAL said it was a subject of very great 
regret to him that the sudden termination of the present Par- 
liament had prevented him from bringing in two measures. One 
of them was with regard to breaches of trust, and he had hoped 
that it would be a means of punishing in future such delinquencies 
as they had seen exemplified in the case of the British Bank. 
The other, he thought, would have afforded a remedy in some 
degree to the grievous distress which had been occasioned to the 
shareholders of that unfortunate undertaking. The whole 
affair had been an opprobrium to British jurisprudence ; for it 
had both shown the inability of the law to punish grave delin- 
quencies, and it had proved its utter inadequacy to administer 
the relief required. If he were a member of the next Parlia- 
ment, it would be his desire to bring in these measures at as 
early a period as possible. 


Private Bills before Parliament, 


ERRATUM. 
Resolutions of the House of Commons of March 12.—In Resolution No. 2, 
p. 279, for ‘‘seven clear days after the meeting of the new Parliament,” 
read three clear days. 








HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
BILLS READ A FIRST TIME, 

March 10. Newquay Pier and Harbour. 

14. Liverpool Town and Dock Dues. 

18. Great Northern Railway (Capital). 
London (City) Coal Duties. 
Salford Borough (No. 1). 
Salford Borough (No. 2). 

BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Bank of London and National Assurance (No. 2). 
Liverpool Town and Dock Dues. 
Newquay Pier and Harbour Bill. 
Burial of the Dead. 
Metropolitan Cattle Market. 
Metropolitan Railway Bill—Order for second reading read and 
discharged. 
. Birkenhead Gas and Water. 
West London and Crystal Palace, 
18. Aldershott Railway—withdrawn. 
Orkney Roads Bill. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
| Electric Telegraph Company. 


- 


March 14. 


~ 


South Devon Railway. 


BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE. 
The following Bills have been passed and reported from Committee :— 
Mar. 13. Dublin & Wicklow Railway | Mar. 17. Calcutta and South-Eastern 
Great Southern and West- Railway Bill. 
ern Railway. Mallow & Fermoy Railway. 
Waterford & Tramore Ry. Banff, Portsoy, & Strathisla. 
Wittenhall (Wolverhamp- Margate Water Bill. 





ton) Gas. Guildford Water Bill. 
Guildford Gas. Chester Water Bill. 
Dumbarton Water. Chepstow Gas Bill. 
South Shields Gas. East Kent Railway (Exten- 
Sunderland Gas. sion to Dover). 
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BILLS CONSIDERED AS AMENDED. 
March 14, Inverness and Nairn Railway, 
Meriton and Hagen’s Sufferance Wharves. 
Peebles Railway. 
Reversionary Interest Society. 
Great Southern and Western Railway Company. 


SELECT COMMITTEE ON STANDING ORDERS. 
March 13, 

Landport and Southsea Improvement.—Leave given to make additional 
provisions. 

Aberdeen, Peterhead, and Fraserburgh.—Petition for leave to deposit a 
petition for another Bill. Leave refused. 

March 17. 

Great Northern Railway Capital.—Leave given to proceed with Bill, on 
condition that notices are inserted once in Gazette, and three times in 
Middlesex paper. 

West Metropolitan and Thames Embankment.—Standing orders not dis- 
pensed with. 

Madras Irrigation and Canal,— Leave given to deposit petition for Bill. 

London (City) Coal Duties, —Standing Order 161 dispensed with, 

Great Yarmouth Water and Bridgewater Market and Fuirs.—Leaye given 

to make additional provisions in Bills, if Committee think fit. 
March 18. 
Conway Valley Railway.—Standing Order not dispensed with. 
Bury Gas.—Leave granted to make additional provisions in the Bill. 


BILLS PETITIONED AGAINST. 
The time has expired for petitioning against all. Bills which were read 
a second time on the 5th, 6th, 9th, 10th, and 11th of March. The follow- 
ing Bills were petitioned against. 
(ExpLanation.—The first column shows the number of the Bill on the 
alphabetical list (p. 225); the second column shows the number of Peti- 
tions presented against it. J 





No. of Bill No. of No. of Bill No. of 
on List. Petitions. | on List. Petitions. 
15 eo 5 195 - 12 
54 1 211 3, 
07 2 





The Bills which were read a second time on any of the above days, up 
to the 11th of March inclusive, and which do not appear in the above list, 
are unopposed, and will be referred to the Chairman of Ways and Means. 

Solicitors must bear in mind that petitions against private Bills must 
be presented not later than seven clear days after second reading; and 
the dissolution of Parliament will not affect this rule, inasmuch as those 
Bills which were not read a second time soon enough to allow of petitions 
being presented, may be petitioned against after the second reading in 


the new session. —— 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 
STANDING ORDER COMMITTEE. 
Lord Privy Seal Viscount Hutchinson 
Duke of Richmond Lord Camoys 
Marquis of Winchester Lord Saye and Sele 
Marquis of Salisbury Lord Colville 
Marguis of Bath Lord Ponsonby 
Marquis of Aylesbury Lord Sonde 
Earl Devon Lord Foley 
Earl Waldegrave Lord Dineyor 
Earl Carnarvon Lord Saltersford 
Earl Romney Lord Farnham 
Earl Chichester Lord Sheffield 
Earl Powis Lord Ardrossan 
Earl St. Germains Lord Colchester 
Earl Beauchamp Lord De Tabley 
Earl Stradbroke Lord Wynford 
Earl Cawdor Lord Hatherton 
Earl Burlington Lord Portman 
Viscount Leicester Lord Stanley of Alderley 
Viscount Sydney Lord Ayeland 
Viscount Lifford 
And the Chairman of Ways and Means. 





OPPOSED PRIVATE BILLS. 

The following Lords—viz., Duke of Richmond, Lord Colchester, Lord 
Ponsonby, Lord Stanley of. Alderley, with the Chairman of Ways and 
Means, were appointed ‘to select and propose the names of Peers to sit on 
opposed Committees. —_ 

BILLS READ A FIRST TIME (Lords). 
Price's Patent Candle. 
Whitehaven, Cleator, and Egremont Railway. 


REPORTED FROM STANDING ORDER COMMITTEE. 

March !7. Cornwall Railway. 

18, Price’s Patent Candle Company. 
Whitehaven, Cleater, and Egremont Railway. 

N.B. These Bills were read a second time, on being reported from Stand- 
ing Order Committee, and committed for the 19th. 

March 19. The Committee passed these Bills, and they were reported 
on ag 19th, and were read a third time and passed on the 
20t 

Lord Redesdale moved that the proofs already taken in respect of 

Private Bills. during the present Session, should be received by the Stand- 

ing Order Committee of the House of Lords in the next Session. And 

that Samuel Smith, Esq., and Charles Frere, Esq., be appointed Exami- 
ners for the ensuing session. Both motions were agreed to. 
The Exeter and Exmouth Railway and South Devon Railway are read 

a first time, and are waiting for reference to Standing Order Committee. 

> 





Court Papers, 
Queen’s 3 Bench. 


SirtinGs at Nist Prius in Middlesex and London, before the Right Hon. 
Joun Lorp CAMPBELL, Lord Chief Justice of her Majesty’s Court of 
Queen’s Bench, in and after Easter Term, 1357. 

















IN TERM. 
In Middlesex. 

Ist Sitting .......000 aereccccese THUTSAaY ..sssereeceereevers eeeeeces «ee April 16 
2nd Sitting Friday April 24 
3rd Sitting .......... Friday May 1 

For undefended causes only. 
In London. 

Ist Sitting ....ccccccccscorsccceese Wednesday ....cccccccercosecceseeeres April 22 
BNE BUGIRE occccrccerccccoseconecee Wednesday .......ccccoccrcoes ecesaee April 29 

. AFTER TERM. 

In Middlesex. In London. 
iio eccksacasntnaczagiedacces May 9 | Wednesday ............ccecesese May 13 


The Court will sit at Ten o’clock every day. 
The causes in the lists for each of the above sitting daysin Term, if not 
disposed of on those days, will be tried by adjournment on the days fol- 
lowing each of such sittings days. 


Common pleas. 


Sittincs at Nist Privs in Middlesex and London, before the Right Hon. 
Sir ALEXANDER EpMunp Cocksory, Knt., Lord Chief Justice of her 
Majesty's Court of Common Pleas, at W estininster, in and after Easter 
Term, 1857. 





IN TERM. 


In Middlesex. In London. 


April 23 


April 20 | Thursday 
April 30 


- April 27 | Thursday 
AFTER TERM. 


Monday 
Monday .. 





In London. 
see May 9 | Wednesday 


In Middlesex. 








Saturday .. May 13 
The Court will sit, during and after Term, at Ten o'clock. 

The causes in the list for each of the above sitting days in Term, if not 
disposed of on those days, will be tried by adjournment on the days fol- 
lowing each of such sitting days. 

For Exchequer of Pleas Sittings Paper, in and after Easter Term, 1857, 
see page 201, ante. 


<> 
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Births, Marriages, anv Deaths. 
BIRTHS. 
CRUTWELL—On Mar. 16, at 43 Great Camden-street, Camden-town» 
the wife of Charles J. Crutwell, Esq., Barrister-at-law, of a son. 
FEW—On Mar. 15, at West-hill, Wandsworth, Mrs. Charles Few, of 
a daughter. 
M'‘INTYRE—On Mar. 10, at 83 Guildford-street, Russell-square, the wife 
of Xneas J. M‘Intyre, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-law, of 
a daughter. 





MARRIAGE, 


SMITH—CROPP—On Mar. 12, at the parish church, Clapham, by the 
Rev. John Colborne, cousin of the bride, Edward Hart Smith, of Cle- 
ment’s-inn, solicitor, to Emma Jane, eldest daughter of John Cropp 
Esq., of Oaklands, Clapham. 

DEATHS. 


GREENWAY—On Mar, 10, at his residence, Duke-street, St. James's, 
George Sullivan Greenway, Esq., late Resident Judge at Tritchinopoly, 
aged 49. 

MAYHEW—On Mar. 12, at 17 Matson’s-terrace, Kingsland, John May- 
hew, Esq., solicitor, formerly of Coggeshall, Essex, in his 53rd year. 
SPINKS—On Mar. 13, at Islington, Mary Ann Spinks, widow of the late 

John Spinks, Esq., of the Inner Temple, London, aged 79. 


a indian nah 
Unclaimed Stack in the Bank of England. 


The Amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants 
appear within Three Months :— 


ALDRED, Joun, of Boulogne, France, deceased, £200 New 3 per Cents.— 
Claimed by AcHILLE ADAM, WILLIAM HamiLton, and GEeorGE Scort, 
executors of said JoHN ALDRED. 

BaiLye, Saran, of Steyning, Sussex, spinster, deceased, late wife of 
Joun Boarer, Westboro’-green, Sussex, labourer, £60 New 3 per 
Cents.—Claimed by said JoHn Boarer, admor. to said Sarin BoaRER, 

Boorp, Any, Batcourt, Somerset, spinster, £52: 0: 3 New 3 per Cents.— 
Claimed by Joun Grove Boorp, acting surviving executor of WILLIAM 
Boorp, who was the sole executor of ANN Boor, spinster. 

Crimpers, Rosert Josepn, of the Middle Temple, Esq., £1,000 New 3 
per Cents.—Claimed by EtizaABeTH CHAMBERS, widow, sole executrix. 
CLEARE, James, Percival-st., Northampton-sq., Gent., £64 Consols.— 

Claimed by JAMES CLEARE. 

Farmer, WILLIAM, gardener, and Jonny Farmer, a minor, Lower 
Mitcham, £25 Consols.—Claimed by Jonn FarMeER, late a minor, the 
survivor. 

Garta, THomas CotLeton, Haines-hill, Wiltshire, Esq., £4,989: 3:6 
Consols.—Claimed by Tuomas COLLETON GARTH. 

Joun, Wttmot ARUNDELL, Penzance, spinster, deceased, £79 : 3: 8 Con- 
sols.—Claimed by Wi.mot ARUNDELL Vicurs, wife of Louis Vieurs, 
formerly WILMoT ARUNDELL JOHN, spins er. 

Kine, ExizaBetu, spinster, and Richarp Henry Krxe, M.D., Mortlake, 
Surrey, £27: 7 Consols.—Claimed by Maria Kine, widow, sole execu- 
trix of said RicHarD Henry K1n¢, the survivor. 

KNowWLDEN, Soputa, wife of Freperick Francis KNowLDEN, Clerk in 
the Pension-office, Tower-hill, £171: 8: 7 New 3 per Cents.—Claimed 
by SoputaA KNOWLDEN. 

Morean, Nevson Smita, Henfield, Sussex, Surgeon, £41: 1: 1 Reduced. 
—Claimed by FrepertcK Moreay, acting executor. 

Moytmorency, Marta HENRIETTA Bec DE LIEVRE DE CamMy PRINCEss 
DE, wife of ANNE Lewis CHRISTIAN PRINCE DE MONTMORENCY, 
£1,591: 10: 9 Consols.—Claimed by ANNE ELIE MARIE AURELE DE 
MoxtwoRENcy Maravise pe Brencourt, wife of ARMAND Marte boast 
TOINE MARQUIS DE Brencourt, administratrix. : 
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Norris, James, Blewberry, Berks, Gent., £20 New 3 per Cents.—Claimed 
by Wit1iaM Humrrey, sole executor. 

Poors, WituiaM, City-rd., Oilman, PutLanp Excomn, Eltham, Kent, 
baker, and CHARLES Prior, Fore-st., Gent., £75 Consols.—Claimed by 
PuTLAND Etcomn, the survivor. 

Ropp, Frances Jane, Wimpole-st., spinster, £466 : 
Claimed by JAMES RENNELL Ropp, her ee,” 

Rew ey, Capt. Ricuarp Freeman, R.N., Blackheath, and Ricwarp 
Brooke Row ey, a minor, £183: 14: 3 Consols.—Claimed by Ricuarp 
BROOKE Rowtey, formerly a minor, the survivor. 

SiLvestER, Many, Droitwich, Worcestershire, spinster, £27: 10 New 3 
per Cents.—Claimed by said Mary SILVESTER. 

6MitH, RacueL, Woodbridge, Suffolk, spinster, £31 : 6:9 New 3 per 
Cents.—Claimed by Sagan Brtrs, widow, and Joun Betts, executors 
of said RACHEL SMITH. 

SmitH, Ronert, Carlton-cresct., Southampton, Esq., £555: 11: 1 Consols. 
—Claimed by NATHANIEL Bowpen Smita, and RicnHarpD BowDEN 
STH, acting surviving executors, 


aie ———_—>—____-- 
fHonev fMarket. 


CITY, Fray Eventna. 


: 5 Consols.— 


Various causes combine to continue the depressed and down- 
ward tendency which, during the last two weeks, has prevailed 
in the English Funds. The drain of specie for exportation has 
been uninterrupted. The demand for money at the Bank, and 
in the Market, has generally been heavy. A similar demand 
is described as having increased, and become very active in 
Paris. The last monthly account of the Bank of France 
shows that a very large amount had been paid by that estab- 
lishment for the purchase of specie, and present operations 
indicate a continued requirement in the same quarter. The 
result is, that the disposition towards improvement occasionally 
manifested in the English Funds during the week, has not been 
maintained, and present quotations do not show any advance. 

From the Bank of England return for the week ending 
the 14th March, 1857, which we give below, it appears that 
the amount of notes in circulation is £18,517,365, being a de- 
crease of £309,800, and the stock of bullion in both depart- 
ments is £10,297,665, showing a decrease of £12,831 when 
compared with the previous return. Foreign securities show 
firmness and activity. A moderate amount of business has 
been done, at rather improved rates, in Mexican 3 per Cents. 
and Turkish 6 per Cents. 

Further investigation makes more clear the fraudulent course 
of management pursued at the Royal British Bank, and dis- 
closes a line of conduct, on the part of the directors, which 
amounted to an entire abandonment of their duty and responsi- 
bility. 

At a recent meeting of the directors and subscribers of the 
London and Paris Bank a resolution for dissolving the bank 
was ultimately carried. During the discussion it transpired 
that a negotiation had been opened with the Royal British 
Bank shortly before its failure for a transfer of its business; 
and that it had been abandoned in consequence of the directors 
of that establishment having refused to allow their accounts to 
be verified by a public accountant. 

The joint-stock establishment known as the London and 
Eastern Banking Corporation has found it necessary to make 
arrangements for winding-up its transactions. This bank was 
established about three years back, with a capital of £500,000, 
of which one-half was paid up. It has declared dividends at 
6 per cent. up to July last, when the condition of the bank was 
said to be prosperous, and two new branches were deemed 
expedient. It is stated that pecuniary assistance has been 
obtained, so as to enable all engagements to be liquidated as 
they become due, and the concern to be wound-up with the 
loss of a portion only of the paid-up capital. 

Two treaties have been signed in the present month at 
Copenhagen, for the purpose of abolishing the Sound Dues. 
The first between Denmark and the Governments of Russia, 
Prussia, France, Great Britain, and the United States, and the 
other between the Governments of Denmark and Great Britain, 
by which it is agreed that the Sound Dues shall be extinguished 
by a sort of equitable redemption. These dues are to expire on 
the 1st April next, if the treaty is approved by Parliament, 
and the compensation to be paid to the Government of Denmark 
is voted by the House of Commons. But as these questions 
are reserved for the next session of Parliament, conditions are 
inserted in the treaty to secure the amount of dues in the 
meantime to the Government of Denmark. The amount of 
compensation is fixed at £1,125,206. This amount is arrived 
at by capitalising at 4 per cent. the average amount of dues 
to which vessels under the British flag are liable. 





Bank of England. 


AN ACCOUNT. PURSUANT TO THE ACT 7TH AND 8TH VICTORIA, C. 32, FoR 
THE WEEK ENDING ON SATURDAY, THE l4TH DAY OF MARCH, 1857, 


Issu—E DEPARTMENT. 








£ £ 

Notes issued + 24,049,625) Government Debt 11,015,100 
Other Securities . 3,459,900 
| Gold Coin and Bullion. 9,574,625 

Silver Bullion ped 
£24,049,625 £24,049,625 

BANKING DEPARTMENT. 
£ 


£ 

Proprietors’ Capital. . 14,553,000} Government Securities 
Rest . 3,800,464 (incl. Dead Weight 
Public Deposits (inclua- Annuity) e - 11,696,733 
ing Exchequer, Sav- Other Securities . « 19,575,143 
ings’ Banks, Commis- Notes . . . » 5,532,260 
sioners of National Gold and Silver Coin . 723,040 

Debt, and Dividend 
Accounts) . ‘ - 8,674,488 
Other Deposits . 9,798,857 
Seven day & other Bills 700,367 
£37,527,176 £37,527, 176 








Dated the 19th day of Mar., 1857. M. Marsuatr, Chief Cashier, 


English Funds. 





ENGLIsH Funps. Sat. | Mon. | Tues. | Wed. | Thur. | Fri. 








Wels DOGO ccnicccesssscecess ea OP Lge _ coo §= 0883 2 
3 per Cent. Red. Ann. ...j 2.0 | we vee eve see 
3 per Cent. Cons. Ann....! 93$ 3 | 93} 3 | 934 923 33) 93% 93% 
New 3 per Cent. Ann....| ... ase ooo oe 


New 23 per Cent. Ann....!  ... 763 ‘cn sae ae tee 
3§ per Cent. Annuities...) ... fr kab ate wee ove 
5 per Cent. Annuities ...) ... ons eee eos én ave 
Long Annuities (exp. 

Jan. 5, 1860) ..cccccoees ‘an ese ‘be 25 nak eve 


Do. 30 yrs. (exp. Oct. 10, 
“"s 











De 30 yr (exp. April 5 
85) = 












































Indis Stock .. 223 on | ove 223 223 
India Bonds ( m owe } oe 
Do. (under £1,000) ...... oe 28, pm. ‘2s, ‘pm. ove j2s. “dis. 
Exch. Bills (£1,000)... 3g pm. par lls. pm. ls. dis.!2s. dis./1s. pm. 
Exch. Bills (£500)......... 3s, pm. 3s, pm./4s. pm.| ... — [1s. pm./4s. pm. 
Exch. Bills (Small) ......| .. 3s. pm.'ls. pm. eee par ds, pm. 
Exch. Bills. Advertised...) ...00 |... i ins ait 
Exch. i 1858, 34 | | 

DEP CONE, .sccscsisrascvecsss 98§ % | 98% 983 | 98% 985 98% 
Exch, Boni, 1859, dy | | 

per Cent. SOR eee 98§ G' ... 98g % | 98% 985 

Railway Stock. 

Railways. Sat. | Mon, | Tues. | Wed. | Thur.| Fri. 
Bristol and Exeter ron rr one ove 90 ose ove 
Caledonian... 70 71} (685 x68 x d683 xd) 68% 
Chester and Holy! head .. oon “ one pen 37} 37} 
East Anglian... ... 19§ ade 195 19$ 193 3 | 20 
Eastern Union ‘A stock . eee 50 ooo eve ove see 
East Lancashire ... 98 isi 964 xd 
Edinburgh and Glasgow acs eee 57 one eos ose 
Edin., Perth. & Dundee.} 36% 373 38 38 73 | 374.7) 37 
Glasgow é& South Western dna ‘ne si ees see asa 
Great Northern... 953 | 953%] ... 95 95} 96 
Gt. South & West. (Ire.). ~y xd ae 
Great Western oo eee 68} "x d63. oF 673 ’ £673 2% 673 7% #| 623 








Lancashire & Yorkshire . | 101g {102$ 13, 99 x d993 xd 993 xd) 99% 























Lon., Brighton, &S. Coast) 108} | 10 2 | 108% | 108! 2) 108¢ | 1084 
London & North Western 1043 xd) 1042 4 1044 1043 104§ =| 1042 
London and S. Western .} 104} | 1043 7] bord eee 104} 3) 1044 
Man., Shef., and Lincoln 37 374 | 374 372 § | 37% 2 | 374 
Midland . 81g xd 81f 1 81k F bly 3 3 81; 
ee re eee ose 55 

North British... ... “| 47 63 | 47} 46 lasg" xd . : al 45 

North Eastern (Berw ick) oe = 85H 5) 85 85} 5 | 8 85} 
North London wel ose eee eee 

Oxford, Wore. & Wolv. 30 303 3 30 “293! 30 "292 | 30 

Scottish Central ... a ons ose eee ose eco 

Scot.N.E. Aberdeen Stock 274 oe 274 ioe 27 63 ei 

Shropshire Union... ...|  ... és eas eas in 4s 

South-Eastern... ...; 74 xd) 74} 7A 73% 4%)... 744 
South-Wales ... ... ee ove ove 86 86 ooo 86 
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London Grasettes, 


TvuEspay, March 17, 1857. 


COMMISSIONERS TO ADMINISTER OATHS IN CHANCERY. 
Borrett, THomas, 10 Whitehall-pl., Westminster, Gent.— Mar. 16. 
MITCHELL, WILLIAM Hope, Tarporley, Cheshire, Gent.—Mar. 4. 

TWEED, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Horncastle, Lincolnshire, Gent.—Mar. 11. 


PERPETUAL COMMISSIONER TO TAKE ACKNOWLEDGMENTS OF 
MARRIED WOMEN. 
DAVENEY, CHARLES Burton, Norwich, Gent., for the county of Norfolk. 


e0, 


Fripay, March 20, 1857. 
NEW MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT. 


County of Tipperary—Daniel O'Donoghoe, Esq., commonly called “ The 
O'Donoghoe of the Glens," in the county of Kerry, vice James Sadleir, 
Esq., who has been expelled the House of Commons. 


Bankrupts. 
Tcrspay, March 17, 1857. 


CHATTERTON, James, & Moses CHATTERTON (and not Catterton as adver- 
tised in last Friday's Gazette), Millers and Bakers, Horncastle, Lincoln- 
shire. Mar. 25 and April 22, at 12; Kingston-upon-Hull. Com. Ayrton. 
Off. Ass. Carrick, Sol. Chambers, Lincoln. Pet. Mar. 6. 

COLEMAN, Joun, Theatrical Bookseller, Wolverhampton and Coventry. 
April 1 and 20, at 10.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. Bit- 
S nagy Sols. Dewes, Coventry; or Finlay Knight, Birmingham. et. 

far. 14, 
CREASY, Lronet, & Joun Jackson CrEAsy, Butchers, Turnham-green. 


WRIGGLESWORTH, Joun, Linendraper, Halifax. Mar. 30, at 11.30, and 
April 27, at 12; Leeds. Com. Ayrton. Off. Ass. Hope. Sols. Edwards, 
Halifax; or Bond & Barwick, Leeds. Pet. Mar. 18. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripvay, March 20, 1857. 


Denison, Henry, Money Scrivener, Liverpool, Mar. 18. 
Syme, ALEXANDER, Stationer, Tonbridge Wells, Kent. Mar. 18. 


MEETINGS. 
TvuEspay, March 17, 1857. 

ApaMs, Epgar, Laceman, North-st., Brighton. April 7, at 1; Basing- 
hall-st. Com. Fonblanque. Div. 

ALLEN, Joun, & JosEPH Moore, Medalists, Birmingham. April 16, at 
10; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. b 

AyRES, ALFRED CHARLEs, Surgeon, Ramsgate, April7, at 1.30; Ba- 
singhall-st. Com. Fonblanque. Div. 

Cook, FrepERIcK, Machine Maker, Oldham, Lancashire. April 7, at 12; 
Manchester. Com. Jemmett. Div. 

Davies, James, Currier, Newport, Monmouthshire. April 23, at 11; 
Bristol. Com. Hill. Div. 

ETHERINGTON, Epwiy, Grocer, Godalming and yy Surrey. Mar. 
30, at 12.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Last £ 

GRIFFITH, RICHARD, sen., & RICHARD GRIFFITH, jun., — Founders, 
20 Hatton-wall, and 20 and 21 St. James's-walk, Clerkenwell. Mar. 
31, at 12; By adj. from Feb. 3. Last Ex.—And April 7, at 11; Div. 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. 

Mare, CHARLES JOHN, Ship Builder, Orchard-yd., Blackwall. April 23, 
at 11.30; Basinghall-st.. Com. Holroyd. Div. 

PaGE, ‘ALFRED, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer, 31 Baker-st., Portman-sq. 
April 7, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. Div. 

Van RAALTE, JOSEPH, jun., Importer of French Goods, 4 Gloucester-ter., 
St. John's-rd., Hoxton. April 7, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Fon- 





April 1, at 2, and April 28, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com 
Off. Ass. Graham. Sols. Smith & Son, 6 Barnard's-inn. "Pet. Mar. 14. 
CRESWICK, Tuomas Jouy, Electro-plated Goods Manufacturer, Sheffield. 
Mar. 28 and April 25, at 10; Sheffield. Com. West. Off. Ass. Brewin. 

Sol. Fretson, Sheffield. Pet. Mar. 12. 

CURTIS, James, Tailor, Gresham, Norfolk. Mar. 27 and May 1, at 1.30; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whitmore. Sols. Lawrance, 
nag & Boyer, 14 Old Jewry-chambers; or Atkinson, Norwich. Pet. 

ar. 11. 

HARVEY, James Steen, Grocer, Birmingham. Mar. 28 and April 17, 
at 11.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. OF Ass. Christie. Sols. 
Southall & Nelson, Birmingham. Pet. Mar. 1 

HIPKISS, Tuomas, Scale Cutter, Sheffield. Mar. 28 and April 25, at 10; 
Sheffield, Com. West. Off. Ass. Brewin. Sols. Branson & Son, Shef- 
field. Pet. Mar. 7. 

MEDWIN, Tuomas CuarLes, & Cresswett Hatt, Engineers, 92 Black- 
friar’s-rd. Mar. 31, at 1.30, and April 28, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. 
—— Off. Ass. Stansfeld. Sol. Carr, 36 St. Mary-at-hill. Pet. 

ar. 12, 

NORTON, Joun, Corn Merchant, Guildhall-corner, Market-pl, Nor- 
wich. Mar. 24, at 11, and April 23, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. 
Off. Ass. Bell. Sols, Jay, Bucklersbury; or Jay & Pilgrim, Norwich. 
Pet. Mar. 12. 

SMITH, Tuomas, Licensed Victualler, Nottingham. Mar. 31 and April 
28, at 10.30; Nottingham. Com. Balguy. Of. Ass. Harris. Sol. 
Smith, Nottingham. /eé. Mar. 12. 

SMITH, Witu1am, Grocer, Nottingham. Mar. 31 and April 28, at 10.30; 
Nottingham. Com. Balguy. Of. Ass. Harris. Sol. Finlay Knight, 
Bennett’s-hill, Birmingham. Peé. Mar. 6. 

TILBURY, Wituiam, Brassworker, 81 Great Titchfield-st., Marylebone, 
and 14 Cleveland-mews, Fitzroy-sq. Mar. 27 and May 1, at 12; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Cannan, Sol, Atkinson, 51 Bed- 
ford-row. Pet. Mar. 13. 


Fripay, March 20, 1857. 


CHRISMAS, TiLpEN, Coal Merchant, Chatham and Sheerness. Mar. 30, 
at 11.30, and April 30, at 2; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Off. Ass. 
Johnson. Sol. Selby, 15 Coleman-st. Pet. Mar. 18. 

CLARKE, Joun WILLp1NG, Seed Merchant, late of Sidcup, Kent, now of 
Whittlesea, Isle of Ely. April 2, at 1, and May I, at 2; Basinghall-st. 
Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whitmore. Sol. Carr, 36 St. Mary-uat-Hill. Pet, 


Mar. 17. 

couLbRey, re ig Lime, Brick, and Cement Merchant, Flower’s- 
wharf, S rd, ‘April 2, at 1.30, and May 1, at 11.30; 
annaiaber “Com. ore Off. Ass. Cannan. Sol. Chidley, io Basing- 
hall-st. Pet. Mar. 19. 

FRANGHIADI, Georcr Constantin (C. Franghiadi Sons), Merchant, 
Gresham-house, Old Broad-st. April !, at 1, and May 6, at 11; Basing- 
hall-st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. Pennell. Sol. Abrahams, 23 South- 
ampton-bldgs. Pet. Mar. 14. 

GOODWIN, GeorGE (George Goodwin & Co.), Woollen Merchant, Man- 
chester. April 9 and 30, at 1; Manchester. Off Ass. Hernaman. Sol, 
Stead, Princes-st., Manchester. Pet. Mar. 17. 

GRIEVES, JOHN SAMUEL, Printer, 1 Greystoke-pL, Fetter-la., and 6 Red 
Lion-ct., Fleet-st. April ], at 12, and April 29, at 1; Basinghall-st. 
Com. Fonblanque. Of. Ass. Stansfeld. Sol. Marshall, Sion College 
Gardens. Pet. Mar. 12. 

HIGGINS, Cuar.es, Brewer, Bridge-st., Salisbury. Mar. 31, at 11, and 
April 30, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Of. Ass. Johnson. Sols. 
nage & Morrice, Coleman-st.; or Hoddings & Co., Salisbury. Pet. 
Mar. 1 

HOWARD, ALBERT WILLIAM, Timber Merchant, 19 New Church-st., Ber- 
mondsey, and 16 Pudding-la, April 3, at Hl, and May 13, at 12; Ba- 
singhall-st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. Nicholson. Sol, Keighley, 73 
Basinghall-st. Pet. Mar. 19. 

HUNTER, Jonn, Draper, 32 Nottingham-pl., Stepney. April 2 and May 
7, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Evans. Off. Ass. Bell. Sols. Bennett & 
Paul, 1 Sise-la. Pet. Mar. 11. 

LEWIS, Evan, Victualler, Cymmer, Llantrissant, Glamorganshire. Mar. 
31 and April 28, at 11; Bristol Com. Hill. Of. Ass. Acraman. Sol. 
Cartwright, Bristol. Pet. Mar. 9 

MARLOW, Hewry, Ironfounder, * Walsall, Staffordshire. April 1 and 20, 
at 10; Birming ham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. Bittleston. Sols. Duignan 
& Hemmant, Walsall Pet. Mar. 18. 











Div. 

Witsoy, Henry, jun., Currier, 36 Old-st.-rd. April 7, at 2; Basinghall-st. 
Com. Fonblanque. Div. 

Fripay, March 20, 1857. 

Berry, Jonny, RicHarD Berry, & THomas Berry, Machinists and Iron- 
founders, Rochdale, Lancashire. April 30, at 1; Manchester. Div. 
Davis, CHARLES Henry, Builder, New-cross-rd., Deptford. Mar. 31, at 

1; Basinghall-st. By adj. from Mar. 3. Last Ex. 

Exuiort, NATHANIEL, Dealer in Cigars, 4 Old Millgate Chambers, Man- 
chester. April 30, at 12; Manchester. Div. 

Freer, THomas, Wine and Spirit Merchani, Leicester. April 28, at 10.30; 
Nottingham. Div. 

Jounson, Jonny, Ironmonger, Bourn, Lincolnshire. April 28, at 10,30; 
Nottingham. Div. 

Kenrick, Baxton, Ship Owner, Frampton, Lincolnshire. April 28, at 
10.30; Nottingham. Div. 

Potanp, Jou, Furrier, Broadway, Ludgate-hill April 9, at 12; Basing- 
hall-st. Last Ex. 

Potanp, Joun (Poland & Co.), Wholesale Milliner, 42 Hart-st., Blooms- 
bury, and 13 & 14 Mount-st., Whitechapel-rd. April 9, at 12; Basing- 
hall-st. Last Ex. 

SELFe, Francis, Watch Maker, Sheerness, April 1, at 12; Basinghall- 
st. Last Ex. 

DIVIDENDS. 
Turspay, March 17, 1857, 

Barciay, Davip, Leather Manufacturer, 17} Richardson-st., Long-la., 
and 67 Long-la., Bermondsey, Surrey. First, 2s. Whitmore, 2 Ba- 
singhall-st.; any Wednesday, 11 & 3. 

BrapsHaw, Epwarp Tuomas, Dealer in Bricks and Timber, Manchester. 
First, 2d. Fraser, 45 George-st., Manchester; Mar. 31, or any sub- 
sequent Tuesday, 11 & 1. 

CLarK, RoBERT, Miller, Liverpool. Second, 2s. Turner, 53 South John-st., 
Liverpool; any Wednesday, 11 & 2 

Davies, Epwarp Jackson, Draper, “214 High-st., Poplar. First, ls. 6d. 
Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st. ; ; any Wednesday, 11 & 3. 

Enso.t, Louis, Draper, Great Titchfield-st., Middlesex. First, 2s. Stans 
Jeld, io Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, n & 2. 

Gurney, Joun Kine, Cook, — First, 2s. Stansfeld, 10 Basing- 
hall-st.; any Thursday, 11 & 2 

KNowLeEs, Tuomas, Chemist and Druggist, 61 Seymour-st., pots 
First, 5d. Stansfeld, 10 Basinghall-st.; any Thursday, 11 & 2. 

SANVILLE, SAMPSON Lucas, Merchant, Skinner’s-pl., Sise-la. First, 3s, 4d. 
Stansfeld, 10 Basinghall-st. ; any Thursday, 11 & 2. 

Situ, SAMUEL, Machine Maker, Northampton. First, 9s. 1ld. Lee, 20 
Aldermanbury ; Mar. 18, and three subsequent Wednesdays, 11 & 2. 
Fripay, March 17, 1857. 

GricGc, DaN1EL, Grocer, West Bromwich, Staffordshire. First, 1s. 3d. 

Christie, 37 Waterloo-st., Birmingham; any Thursday. 

Hovuenuton, Henry, 48 Friday- st., and 14 Watling-st. First, 6d. Edwards, 
1 Sambrook-ct., Basinghall-st. ; Mar. 25, and three subsequent Wed- 
nesdays, 11 & 2. 

JARDINE, THomAs, Stone Mason, Liverpool. First, 3s. 0jd. Bird, 9 
South Castle-st., Liverpool ; any ‘Monday, 1&2 

LIEBESCHUTZ, ADOL PH, Outfitter, Liverpool First, ls. 6d. Turner, 53 
South John-st., Liverpool: any Wednesday, 11 & 2. 

OwEN, GEORGE FREDERICK, Butcher, Lewisham. First, 5s. 6d. ae, 
1 Sambrook-ct., Basinghall-st.; Mar. 25, and three ‘subsequent Ww 
nesdays, 11 & 2 

StovELD, MarGaket JANE, Ship Builder, Blyth, Northumberland. First, 
ls. 2d. Baker, Royal Arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; any Saturday, 10: 


& 3. 
CERTIFICATES. 
To be ALLOWED, unless Notice be given, and Cause shown on Day of Meeting. 
TuEspay, March 17, 1857. 
Davis, Rictaxp, Ship Broker, Cardiff. April 21, at 11; Bristol. 
Hueues, Wit11aM, Joiner, Liverpool. April 9, at 11; Liverpool. 
Ince, JOHN KINGSFORD, — and Maltster, Littlebourne, Kent 
April 8, at 2; Basinghall-st. 
Leeming, JosEPH, jun., Whitesmith, Hartlepool, Durham. April 8, at’ 
11.30; Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 








302 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Mar. 21, 1857. 








ScHorretp, James, Tailor, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire. April 7, at 
12; Manchester. 

Srevens, JoHN Henry, Engraver, 5 Gt. Wild-st., Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
April 8, at 12; Basinghall-st. 

TayLor, Henry, & Henry Hoye, Cotton Spinners, Vale Mill, Bacup, 
and Manchester. April 7, at 12; Manchester. 

Woops, WiLt1amM, Hook and Eye Manufacturer, 51 Union-st., South- 
wark. April 8, at 12.30; Basinghall-st. 

Fripay, March 20, 1857. 
BAKER, SAMUEL, Ironfounder, Birmingham. April 23; Birmingham. 
To be DELIVERED, unless APPEAL be duly entered. 
TuEsDAY, March 17, 1857. 

Brearn, Samvet, jun. (S. Biggin & Terry), Saw Manufacturer, Sheffield. 
Mar. 7; 3rd class. 

Pixs, Goprrey Grecory, Grocer, Birmingham. Mar. 12; 3rd class; 
after suspension of six months. 

Watson, Tuomas, Mining Agent, 2 Artillery-pl, Finsbury-sq., and 
JAMES Enor (carrying on business with Thomas Watson), Dealer in 
Mining and other Shares, 3 Copthall-bldgs., Throgmorton-st. Mar. 14; 
3rd class. 

Fripay, March 20, 1857. 

ApAmson, Ropert Henry, Wine and Spirit Merchant, 14 John-st., 
Berkeley-sq Mar. 14, Ist class. 

ALLTREE, Joun, Tailor, Liverpool. Mar. 13, Ist class. 

AyrEs, ALFRED CHARLES, Surgeon, Ramsgate. 2nd class. 

Berry, Joun, of the firm of John Berry, Richard Berry, & Thomas 
Berry, Machinists and Ironfounders, Rochdale. Mar. 13, 3rd class. 

CALLAWAY, BENJAMIN, Builder, Southsea. Mar. 12, 2nd class. 

Danby, GEORGE, Wine Merchant, Watford. Mar. 11, 3rd class. 

FREUND, JoNAS CHARLES HERMANN, Boarding-house-keeper, 7 West-st., 
Finsbury. Mar. 13, 3rd class. 

Hore, CHarLtes DovuGtas, Publisher and Bookseller, 16 Great Marl- 
borough-st., 1274 Regent-st., and 33 Lansdown-rd. North, Notting- 
hill. Mar. 11, 2nd class; having been suspended for six months from 
day of his last examination. 

Mopsey, Henry, Ironmonger, 7 Mile End-rd. Mar. 10, 3rd class. 

Unwin, Joun, Baker, Seacombe, Cheshire. Mar. 13, Ist class. 


Enusolbents, 


Petitions to be heard at the Court House, PORTUGAL-STREET, 
Fripay, March 13, 1857. 

Baker, Joun, Dealer in Corn and Flour, | St. Leonard-st., Bromley, 
Middlesex. Mar. 27, at 11. C. Com, Law. 

Connor, JosEPH BrYAN, Hairdresser, 83 Evelyn-st., Lower-rd., Deptford. 
Mar. 30, at 11. (C. Com, Law. 

Fieip, Tuomas, Baker, 112 Golden-la., St. Luke’s. Mar. 30, at 11. Com. 
Phillips. 

Monro, Any, Assistant to a Milliner, 78 Edgware-rd., Marylebone. Mar. 
80, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

RoBERTS, GEORGE, out of employ, 101 Milton-st., Dorset-sq. Mar. 27, at 
ll. CG. Com, Law. 

SANDFORD, JAMES SHEPPARD, Draper, Broad-green, Croydon, Surrey. 
Mar. 30, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

Sons, JAMES, Labourer in St. Katharine’'s Dock, 3 Wellington-st., 
Victoria-pk. Mar. 30, at 11. €. Com. Law. 

Wess, CHARLES PHILIP CAMPBELL, Clerk to South-Eastern Railway 
Co., 63 Rupert-st., St. James’s. Mar. 30, at ll. C. Com. Law. 

Wooprow, ALFRED WILLIAM, Tailor, 5 John-st. West, Thornhill-sq., Is- 
lington. Mar. 30, at 11. ©. Com. Law. 

Youna, GEorGIANA, out of business, 1 Upper King-st., Bloomsbury (for- 
—_ of 140 Oxford-st., Assistant to a Milliner). Mar. 30, at 11. Com. 

hillips. 





TuEspay, March 17, 1857. 

Barroot, Pamir, Gentleman's Coachman, 14 Chesham-mews, Belgrave- 
sq. April 2, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

Berry, WILLIAM Henry, Writing and Dressing Case and Cabinet Maker, 
16 Queen-st., Oxford-st. April 2, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

BLACKMORE, GEORGIE, (passing by the names of Georgie Russell and 
Georgie Robinson), Spinster, in no business, 1 Warwick-st., Cockspur-st. 
April 1, at 10. Com. Murphy. 

Bonp, WitL1amM, Baker, Guy’s-la, Ealing, Middlesex. April 1, at 11. 
Cc. Com. Law. 

Bryant, JOHN, Portmanteau and Trunk Maker, 9 & 10 Ryder's-ct., 
Cranbourne-st., Leicester-sq. April 1, at 1l. ©. Com. Law. 

Burst, ALEXANDER, Coach Painter, 18 Manning-st., Bell-st., Edgware-rd. 
April 1, at 11. C. Com. Law. 

Fever, GEORGE CHARLES, Milk Dealer, 23 Brook-pl., Old Kent-rd. 
April 2, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

Fox, FREDERICK Francis, Manager and Foreman to Messrs L. & J. 
Hemment & Co., Tailors, 43 Lombard-st. April 1, at 11. €. Com. Law. 

GooDALL, WILLIAM JAMES, Dealer in Corn, New Hampton, Middlesex. 
April 1, at 11. ©. Com. Law. 

Lorry, ALFRED, Porter to a Bookseller, 20 Green-wk., Holland-st., 
Blackfriars-rd. April 1, at 11. (. Com. Law. 

Puitiirs, Watts, Author and Artist, 4 Eldon-rd., Kensington. April 1, 
at ll. CC. Com, Law. 

Stoman, WILLIAM, Boot and Shoe Maker, 10 Wellington-st., Deptford. 
April 1, at 11. C. Com. Law. 

SNELL, Roper, jun., Photographer, 7 Glebe-ter., Lower-rd., Islington, 
and 15 Cleveland-st., New-rd. April 2, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

TayLor, WILLIAM (known as William Jones), Chandler, 5 Craster-pl, 
Brook-st., Ratcliff. April 1, at ll. C. Com. Law. 

Vincent, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Coach and Cart Wheelwright, Scrattage, 
Hounslow. April l, at ll. C. Com. Law. 


Prisoners’ Petitions to be heard at the Court HovusE, PORTUGAL-STREET 
Fripay, March 13, 1857. 

Bina, RicHarp Henry, Head Bookkeeper to Schroder & Co., 145 Leaden- 
hall-st. (and Director of the Saxon Life and General Assurance Society, 
25 Old Jewry), 4 Camden-broadway, Camden-town. Sy adj. Mar. 30, 
at ll. Com. Phillips. 

Bair, JOHN WiLLIaM, Baker, 8 Green-st., Leicester-sq. Mar. 30, at 11. 
C. Com. Law. 





BRAME, W1LL1AM, Corn and Coal Merchant, 2 Acton-pl., Bagnigge-wells- 
rd. Mar. 27, at 10. Com. Murphy. 

Davis, Henry, out of business, 5 North-st., Fitzroy-sq. (formerly of 2 
Surrey-pl., Kennington-pk., Grocer). Mar. 30, at 11. C. Com. Law. 
Epan, ALFRED Louis, Confectioner, 61 Hatton-garden. Mar. 27, at 11, 

Cc. Com. Law. 

Frencu, CHARLES THomas, Farrier, 8 Greenfield-st., Commercial-rd. East, 
Mar. 27, at 11. C. Com. Law. 

Goopman, ApraHAM Levy, Tobacconist, 31 Oxenden-st., Haymarket, 
and 28 Coventry-st., Haymarket. Mar. 28, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

Guy, Rosert, Copying Clerk, Balaam-st., Plaistow, Essex. Mar. 27, at 
ll. €. Com. Law. 

Horcuinson, Joun Smitu, Exhibitor of Mechanical Figures, 3 Asylum- 
bldgs., Westminster-bridge-rd., Lambeth, and 21 Blackfriars-rd. Mar. 
28, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

LreGGr, CurisTtoPHER, Collector of Rents and Trustee of the Globe Free- 
hold Land Society, 12 Williams-ter., Prince’s-st., Walworth-rd., and 85 
Upper Stamford-st., Blackfriars-rd. Mar. 27, at 11. C. Com. Law. 

Picot, Lupovic, out of business, 163 Waterloo-bridge-rd., Surrey (pass- 
ing also under name of Louis), (previously of 9 Exeter-change, Strand, 
Importer of Foreign Goods). Mar. 27, at 11. C. Com. Law. 

PrIDDLE, WILLIAM RoBeERrt, Confectioner, 98 Upper-st., Islington. Mar, 
27, at 10. Com. Murphy. 

REED, CHaRxEs, Butcher, 14 Clarence-st., Waterloo-town, Bethnal-green, 
Mar. 28, at 11. Com. Phillips. 

TAMARKIN, ABRAHAM (known as Edward Martin), Dealer in Cigars, 1a 
Westminster-bridge-rd. Mar. 28, at 11. Com Phillips. 

Tuomas, Cuarves, Dealer in Horses on Commission, 2 Weston-ter., West- 
bourne-grove. Mar, 27, at 11. C. Com, Law. 

Turk, RicHarp Jones, Wholesale Butcher, 5 Weymouth-pl, New Kent- 
rd., Newington, and 6 Warwick-la., Newgate-st. Mar. 28, at 11, Com. 
Phillips. 

Wuirtr, James Henry, out of business, 27 Chester-pl., Kennington-rd. 
(formerly of the Exeter Arms, Burleigh-st., Strand, Licensed Victualler), 
Mar. 28, at 11. Com. Phillips. 


Woon, Joun, Licensed Victualler, Mitre Tavern, Kingsgate-st., Holborn. . 


Mar, 28, at 11. Com. Phillips. 
Zumpr, MicHAEL, Tailor and Draper, 9 Marshall-st., Golden-sq. Mar, 
30, at 11. ©. Com. Law. 


Turspay March 17, 1857. 


Farrizs, THomas, Law Accountant, 11 Gray's-inn-sq. April 1, at 11. 
Cc. Com. Law. 

Howse, GEorGcEe Artuur, Foreman to a Butcher, Wellington-rd., Hollo- 
way. Mar. 31, at 10. Com. Murphy. 

Pocock, AuGusTUs, in no business, 9 Dorset-st., Portman-sq., St. Maryle- 
bone (formerly of 153 Piccadilly, Clerk and Secretary to the West of 
London and Westminster Cemetery Company), April 1, at10. Com. 
Murphy. By adj. 

STEVENS, JoHN THorRPE, Baker, 27 East-st., Manchester-sq. Mar. 31, at 
10. Com. Murphy. 

Sturt, Jonn, House Decorator, 60 Upper Norton-st. Mar. 31, at 10 
Com. Murphy. 


Petitions to be heard at the County Courts. 


Turspay, March 17, 1857. 


BANES, GEORGE Dany, one of the Foremen of H. M. Dockyard, Chatham, 
1 Scrafries-pl., Gillingham, Kent. April 2, at 10; Rochester. 

Barratt, Witt1aM, Trimming Manufacturer, Bishop-st., Coventry. 
April 6, at 12; Coventry. 

Bonp, JoH#N Patten, Clerk in Holy Orders, Aston-rd., Birmingham. 
April 3, at 10; Birmingham. 

Cray, JosrrH, Wood Turner, Stockingford, Nuneaton, Warwickshire. 
April 9, at 10; Nuneaton. 

Cocker, JAmEs, Assistant Bookkeeper, Spaw, Royton, Lancashire. April 
3, at 12; Oldham, 

CROXALL, GEoRGE, Draftsman and Ribbon Weaver, 53 Mill-lane, Coven- 
try. April 6, at 12; Coventry. 

Darcey, JAMES, Grocer, Luton, Bedfordshire. Mar. 31, at 11; Luton. 

DEAN, JAMES FREDERIC, Journeyman Butcher, Charing, Kent. Mar. 
23, at 10; Ashford. 

Foster, Davin, House Carpenter, 12 Grosvenor-pl., Pimlico (formerly of 
Cumberland-st., Luton, Bedfordshire), Mar. 31, at 11; Luton. 

Frienp, ABRAHAM, Travelling Dealer in Jet Ornaments, &c., 273 Great 
Colmore-st., Birmingham. April 3, at 10; Birmingham. 

Govan, Jonn, Brass Founder, 139 Charles Henry-st., Birmingham. April 
3, at 10; Birmingham. 

GREEN, JOSEPH, out of business, 3 York-rd., Edgbaston, Birmingham (pre- 
viously of Harbourne-rd., Birmingham, Glass Manufacturer.) Mar. 13 
{sic], at 10; Birmingham. 

GRiFFIn, WiLLIAy, Corn Dealer, Grendon Underwood, Buckinghamshire. 
Mar. 26, at 1; Aylesbury. 

Pottarb, ARTHUR, Merchant’s Clerk, 9 Saint Mary’s-pl., Southampton. 
Mar. 24, at 10; Southampton. 

Pounp, StewarD, Boot and Shoe Maker, Newtown-row, Birmingham. 
April 3, at 10; Birmingham. 

Snort, THomas, Malleable Iron Founder, 67 Legge-st., Birmingham. 
April 3, at 10; Birmingham. 

Stott, JAMES, Stone Mason, Pippin Bank, Bacup, Forest of Rosendale, 
Lancashire. Mar. 31, at 12; Haslingden. 

TorocKFALVA, LEwis CHARLES EGaszy DE, Doctor of Medicine, and 
Retail Brewer, 9 Bath-row., Birmingham. April 3, at 10; Birmingham. 

WatkinsHaw, Henry, Engraver, 27 Gt. Charles-st., Birmingham. 
April 3, at 10; Birmingham. 

WELLMAN, JAMES, out of business, 24 Gt. Charles-st., Birmingham (previ- 
ously of 143 Broad-st., Birmingham, Tailor). April 3, at 10; Bir- 
mingham. 

WuitwortH, GrorGE, out of business, Small Bridge, Rochdale, Lan- 
cashire (previously at Wuerdle, Rochdale, Farmer). April 2, at 12; 
Rochdale. 

Wiiuiams, James, Carpenter, Chapmore End, Bengeo, Hertfordshire. 
Mar, 26, at 11; Hertford. 

Winter, Cures, sen., Gun Implement Maker, 1 Russell-st., Birming- 
ham. April 3, at 10; Birmingham. 
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Fray, March 20, 1857. 

ApaMs, JoserH, Fruiterer, High-st., Merthyr Tydvil. April 10, at 10; 
Merthyr Tydvil. 

ARNOLD, RoBERT unemployed (formerly a Mariner), King Edward-st. 
South, Great Grimsby, Lincolnshire. April 16, at 12; Great Grimsby. 

BACKHOUSE, BENJAMIN, Out of business, Magdalen-st., Glastonbury (late 
of Dulcote, Wells, Paper Manufacturer). April 13, at 10; Wells. 

Bates, THomas, Provision Warehouse Labourer, 3 Forth-la., Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. April 7, at 1; Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

BROTHWELL, RicHaRD, Wheelwright and Registrar of Births and Deaths, 
Wragby, Lincolnshire. April 18, at 11; Market Rasen. 

BURNELL, RicHakD, Yeoman, Dulverton, Somersetshire. April 16, at 11; 
Tiverton. 

Kemp, GEorGE REEs, in no business, Spring-lodge, East Hoathly, Sussex. 
May 12, at 12; Lewes. 

Letvers, WILLIAM, Beer-house-keeper, Forest-side, Bulwell, Nottingham- 
shire. April 14, at 10; Nottingham. 

M‘LavuGHLtn, Samukt, in no business, 12 Dog-bank, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
—s of 17 Dog-bank, Furniture Broker). April 7, at 1; New- 
castle. 

i Henry, Farmer, Norlington Ringmer, Sussex. Mar. 24, at 12; 

ewes. 

Ross, JoHN, Tailor, Thorpe-le-Soken, Essex. April 20, at 12; Harwich. 

Sabin, Witttam, Wheelwright, Kimberley, Nottinghamshire. April 14, 
at 10; Nottingham. 

— Jonny, Baker, Saint Austell, Cornwall. April 9, at 10; Saint 
Austell. 

Smita, Epwarp Wratten, Turner and Chair Maker, Hailsham, Sussex. 
Mar. 24, at 12; Lewes. 

STaFFORD, JoHN, Jc urneyman Saddler, 22 Buxton-st., Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. April 7, at 1; Newcastle. 


Prisoners’ Petitions to be heard at the County Courts. 
Fripay, March 13, 1857. 

Atcock, James, Commission Agent, Marslands-la., Sale, near Manchester. 
Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

ALLAN, WALTER, out of business, Peel-st., Hulme (formerly of 59 & 61 
Egerton-st., Hulme, Manchester, Joiner and Builder). Mar. 27, at 11; 
Lancaster. 

AMBLER, WILLIAM, Attorney-at-Law, Great George-st., Salford, and 
South King-st., Manchester. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

BEALE, WILLIAM JOSEPH, out of business, Singleton-villa, Brook-st., Rye- 
croft, Gloucester (formerly of 40 Northgate-st., Gloucester, Chemist). 
April 16, at 10; Gloucester. 

BRAMWELL, WILLIAM Cook, Small Farmer and Butcher, New Market- 
bldgs., Sandy-la., Blackburn. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

BRIERLEY, JOSEPH, out of business, High-st., Staleybridge (formerly of 
Victoria Vaults, Dukinfield, Staleybridge, Licensed Victualler.) Mar. 
27, at 11; Lancaster. 

— Tuomas, Brickmaker, Farmworth, Lancashire. Mar. 27, at 11; 

neaster. 

BUTTERWORTH, JOHN, Calico Weaver, Pot Oven, Whitworth, Lancashire. 
Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

CHARNLEY, JoHN, Manufacturing Chemist, Bowker’s-row, Bolton-le- 
Moors. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

ConNoLLY, JAMEs, out of business, Bank-parade, Salford (formerly of 27 
London-rd., Manchester, Ironmonger). Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Corry, WILtiaM, Joiner and Builder, St. Paul’s-rd., and Lord’s-walk, 
Preston. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

CRITCHLEY, JOSEPH, Plumber, Chester-rd., Hulme, Manchester. Mar. 27, 
at 11; Lancaster. 

FRASER, WILLIAM CHARLES, Merchant’s Clerk, Strand, Promenade, 
Bootle, near Liverpool. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Fritu, OsHEA, out of business, Caton-st., Hulnie, Manchester (formerly 
of High-st., Oldham, Tailor and Draper.) Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 
GREENWOOD, THomas, Greengrocer, Lower-pl., Castleton, near Rochdale. 

Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Haicu, JEREMIAH, Commission Agent, 28 St. George’s-ter., George’s-hill, 
Everton, Liverpool. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Hatt, JAMEs, out of business, Higher York-st., Chorlton-upon-Medlock 
(formerly of Barlow-st., Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Provision Dealer). 
Mar. 30, at 12; Manchester. 

JOHNSON, GEORGE, , out of busi , Paradise, Salford (formerly of the 
Gardener’s Arms, Cannon-st., Adelphi, Salford, Lancashire, Beerseller). 
Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Jounson, Ropert (sued and known as John Sanders), Stonemason, Bam- 
ber-st., Edge-hill, Liverpool. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

KLAUcKE, MARTIN FREDERIC, Commercial Traveller, 153 Duke-st., Liver- 
pool. Mer. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Mippienurst, Epwarp Joun, Oil Merchant, Joynson-st., Strangeways, 
and Bank-bldgs., Cannon-st., Manchester. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 
Norcott, Joun, Journeyman Cabinetmaker, Bevington-hill, Scotland- 

rd., Liverpool. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

PARTINGTON, BENJAMIN, Boatman, Lancashire-hill, Heaton Norris. Mar. 
27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Rosinson, EDWARD, Cattle Dealer, Garstang. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Ross, DANIEL, Bricksetter, Old-st., Ashton-under-Lyne. Mar. 27, at 11; 
Lancaster. 

SHERIDAN, JonN, Fruit and Potato Dealer, 9 Mason-st., Swan-st., Man- 
chester. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

TayLor, GEORGE, Assistant Overseer of Castleton, Rochdale, 50 Packer- 
st., Rochdale. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

TayLor, SAMUEL, Joiner and Builder, Manchester Old-rd., Middleton, 
near Manchester. Mar. 27, at 11; Lancaster. 

Vint, James, Grocer, Victoria-st., Ashton-under-Lyne. Mar. 27, at 11; 
Lancaster. 

WALKER, JosEPH, out of business, Dalton-st., Manchester (formerly of 
Redfern-st., Manchester, Brewer). Mar. 30, at 12; Manchester. 

Warson, Harry, Journeyman Stonemason, Ordsal-la., Salford. Mar. 27, 
at 11; Lancaster. 





MEETINGS. 
Fripay, March 13, 1857. 

Newett, James, lately a Prisoner for Debt in the Queen’s Prison (pre- 
viously of Lofthouse, Rothwell, Yorkshire, Cordwainer). Mar. 30, at 5 
p.M., Elephant and Castle Inn, Lofthouse. To consider how and where 
his equity of redemption in certain freehold dwelling-houses; &c., situ- 
ate at Lofthouse, shall be sold by public auction. 





TurEsDAY, March 17, 1857. 


PRESTON, JosePH, Out-door Labourer, Garden-sq., Hebden-bridge, 
Halifax. Mar. 3], at 11; Todmorden. iv. 


Fripay, March 20, 1857. 
Pope, FrepEricK Hooper, Public-Accountant, 9 Saint Vincent’s-pl, 
New-cut, Bristol. April 9, at 1; at the Hatchett-inn, Frogmore-st., 
Bristol, for choosing an assignee or assignees. 


DIVIDENDS. 
At PROVISIONAL ASSIGNEE’S OFFICE, 5 PorTUGAL-sT., between 11 and 3, 
TurEspay, March 17, 1857. 
Baker, WILLIAM, Surgeon, 5 Earl-st., Blackfriars. 2s. 74d, 
CanNon, Joun, Clerk in Holy Orders, Penrith, Cumberland. 20s. 
DanckE, WILLIAM TOWNSEND, retired Captain R.N., Pinhoe, Devonshire. 
10s. (making 15s.) 
Dore, W1L11Ay, in no trade, 9 Park-st., Camden-town. 4s. 2d. 
Hive, JAMES HAawEns, out of business, 25 Walnut-tree-walk, Lambeth. 
7d. 
Lowes, Joun, out of business, Church-st., Monkwearmouth, Durham. 
ls. 33d. 
PaRKER, CHARLES ABRAHAM, Gent., 6 Stanhope-st., Hampstead-rd. 34. 
Fripay, March 20, 1857. 


LaFarGuE, Ropert AvcGustus, Clerk, Market Rasen, Lincolnshire. 
3s. 1ld. County Court Office, Market Rasen; any day between 10 & 4 
(except Saturday, when office closes at 1). 


Assiguments for Benefit of Crevitarg. 
Turespay, March 17, 1857. 

Brown, Epwarp, Silversmith, Manchester. Mar.9. Trustees, W. Teasdale, 
Bookkeeper, Manchester; R. Parkinson, Merchant's Clerk, Manchester ; 
J. Lofthouse, Public Accountant, Manchester. Sol. Cooper, Manchester. 

Brown, Joun, Innkeeper, New London-rd., Chelmsford, Essex. Mar. 10. 
Trustee, C. Sneezum, Innkeeper, 9 Denmark-ter., Islington. Sol. 
Lane, Chelmsford. 

Cave, CHARLES, Builder, Gainsborough, Lincolnshire. Mar. 12. Trus- 
tees, G. Kidson, Stone and Marble Mason, Gainsborough; J. Cave, 
Butcher, Gainsborough. Sol. Hayes, Gainsborough. 

Kaye, JosepH, Yeoman, Moor-park, Cheshire. Mar. 3. Trustee, R. 
pment Stonemason, Newtown, Cheshire. Sol. Edwards, Newgate-st., 

ester. 

LiowarcH, Evan, Shopkeeper, Sterry, Kent. Feb. 19. Trustees, W. 
White, Cheapside, and R. Davis, Gresham-st., Warehousemen. Sols. 
Ashurst, Son, & Morris, 6 Old Jewry. 

TASKER, WILLIAM, Potato Merchant, Selby, Yorkshire. Mar. 12. Trus- 
tees, D. Nutt, Farmer, Ellerton, Yorkshire; W. Farrand, Farmer, 
Brayton, Yorkshire. Sols. Weddall & Parker, Selby. 

WELLs, Joun, Builder, Reading, Berks. Mar.9. Trustees, T. C. Williams, 
Ironmonger, London-st., Reading; C. H. Low, Merchant, Bristol. Sod. 
Slocombe, Abbot’s-walk, Reading. 


Fripay, March 20, 1857, 


Boorn, ZAcHARIAS, Draper, Staleybridge, Lancashire. Mar. 6. Trustees 
P. Gillibrand, Merchant, Manchester; R. Doncaster, Merchant, Manches- 
ter. Sols. Sale, Worthington, & Shipman, 64 Fountain-st., Manchester. 

CARPENTER, WILLIAM, Gent., Pilton, Devon. Mar. 6. Trustees, T. 
Pethick, Merchant, Bristol; R. Pethebridge, Yeoman, Bickington, 
Fremington, Devon. Sol. Bencraft, Castle-st., Barnstaple. 

Cow Ley, Jouy, Carpenter, Gloucester. Mar. 9. Trustees, C. Walker, 
Timber Merchant, Gloucester; J. Knight, Coal Merchant, Gloucester. 
Sol. Smith, Berkeley-st., Gloucester. 

Curr, NATHANIEL, Butcher, Castle Cary, Somersetshire. Mar. 14. 
Trustees, W. Bewsey, Miller, Yarlington; W. F. King, Gent., Castle 
Cary. Sol. Russ, Castle Cary. 

Davies, Wi1t1am, Draper, Tredegar, Monmouthshire. Feb. 21. Trustees, 
S. Lowry, Warehouseman, Wood-st.; J. Dillon, Warehouseman, Fore- 
st. Sol. Sole, 68 Aldermanbury. 

Goopwin, GEORGE Tuomas, Bookseller, Bath. Mar. 6. Trustees, J. Hodge, 
jun., Wholesale Stationer, Drury-lane; E. Binns, Spinster, Tulleck, 
Leeds. Sols. Walker, Grant, & Martineau, 13 King’s-rd., Gray’s-inn. 

Hansury, SAMUEL, Grocer, Hawkhurst, Kent. Mar. 10. Trustees, C. 
Arckoll, Provision Merchant, Maidstone; S. Lowry, Warehouseman, 
Wood-st. Sol. Sole, 68 Aldermanbury. 

Hoap, Henry, sen., Carrier, Rye, Sussex. Mar. 16. Trustees, W. D. 
Hoad, and J. C. Hoad, Shipbuilders, Rye. Sol. Dawes, Rye. 

Horn, ALLEN, Rope Manufacturer, Sunderland. Feb. 25. Trustees, T. 
Crozier, Shipowner, W. B. Erle, Ironfounder, and W. Wilson, Timber 
Merchant, Sunderland. Sols. Robinson & Clarke, Sunderland. 

Jones, AMBROSE Davies, Draper, Church Gates, Wrexham, Denbigh- 
shire. Feb. 24. Trustees, L. Roberts & T. F. Palmer, Merchants, Man- 
chester. Sol. Hampson, Manchester. 

Pearce, JoHN TAYLOR, Draper, Plymouth. Feb. 21. Trustees, B. Smith, 
Warehouseman, St. Martin’s-le-Grand; J. Bouch, Warehouseman, 
Bread-st. Sol. Mardon, 99 Newgate-st. 

Price, SAMUEL CorMELL, Chemist and Druggist, Spon-la., West Brom- 
wich, Staffordshire. Mar. 14. Trustees, W. Ellam, Colour Manufacturer, 
Derby; H. Pegg, Druggist,.Birmingham. Sol. Vallack, Derby. 

RapFoRD, JoHN GaAkRATT, Clothier, Whitechapel, Liverpool. Mar. 6. 
Trustees, W. Bunting, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer, Northampton; J. 
Radford, Umbrella Manufacturer, Manchester. Sol. Britten, North- 
ampton. 

ROwEAaD, GrorcE Tuomas, Draper, Devonport, Devonshire. Mar. 3. 
Trustee, S. Wreford, Warehouseman, Aldermanbury. Sol. Sole, 68 
Aldermanbury. 

SHALLIS, JoHN FuLtEeR, Bleacher, Dunstable. Mar. 14. Trustees, G. 
Horn, Straw Manufacturer, Dunstable, Bedfordshire. So/. Medland, 
Dunstable. 

Tuompson, JoHN Hicks, jun., Carpenter, Watton, Norfolk. Mar. 17. 
Trusteees, B. Chaston, Watton, Gent.; W. Matthews, Chemist and Drug- 
gist, Watton. Sol. Massey, Watton. 


Partnerships Bissolber. 
TurspaY, March 17, 157. 


Baker, SamvEL, & ANDREW STEELE (Samuel Baker & Co.) ; as regard 
S. Baker. e 3 
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Battey, ANN, Wrturam Batten, & THomas JAGO BaTTEN (Ann Batten 
& Sons), Drapers, ad Devonshire. Debts paid and received 
by T. J. Batten, Mar. 

Bone, GEorRGE, & waa Wittmorr Hitz, Manufacturing Chemists, 
Hinds, Bury, Lancashire. Debts received and paid by Bone. Mar. 12. 

ButrerwortH, Epmunp, & Witt1aM Henry ButTrerwortH, Music 
Sellers, Leeds. Debts received or paid by Butterworth. Jan. 30. 

Cook, Witt1AM, & THomas TuRNER, Sail Makers, Bristol, and Newport, 
Monmouthshire. Debts of concern at Bristol received and paid by 
Cook; and of concern at Newport, by Turner. Feb. 26. 


CRoMWELL, WILLIAM D., ELipHALET G, WitLiams, Harrison D, Hunt, 
DaniEL P. Smock, WARREN N. Herrick, & Josern H. MERWIN 
(Cromwell, W illiams & Co.), New York, and (E. G. Williams & Co.), 


Manchester, England. Dec. 31, 1856. 

Devy, ‘AMEDEE, & EUGENE EINSTEIN (M. & A. Devy & Co,), Silk Mercers 
and Milliners, 73 Grosvenor-st., Bond-st. Debts received and paid by 
E. Einstein. Mar. 16. 

Dyson, Jonn Burns, & JAMES SHEPHERD, Paper Box Makers, 40 New- 
hall-st., Birmingham. Jan. ! 

Francis, WILLIAM SAMUEL, JoHN RickaBy, & GEORGE FREDERICK 
Dunn, Engineers, 84 Gray’s-inn-la. ; as regards J. Rickaby. Mar. 13. 
Gates, Josepn, & THomMas GLover, Grocers, Tring, Hertfordshire. 

Feb. 7. 

Haywarp, Jonn, & Wintram Durant, Woollen Drapers, 35 St. Mar- 
tin's-la., W estminster. Mar. 13. 

JONES, Rowe rt Humpureys, & TooMas Rymer, Attorneys-at-Law and 
Solicitors, Wrexham, Denbighshire. Debts received and paid by 
Rymer. Feb. 21. 

Lewis, Joseru, & Ricnarp Lewts, Linen and Woollen ss North- 
wich, Cheshire. Debts received and paid by J. Lewis. Mar. 16. 

Lockwoop, ALFRED, & Danrex Scort (Alfred Lockwood & Co. % Builders 
and Saw Mill Proprietors, Chester. Debts received and paid by Lock- 
wood. Feb. 14 

MarsHa.t, Georcr, & JoserH Paut, Drawing Mounters, 26 Tavistock- 
st., Covent-garden. Mar, 13 

Mitvain, Henry, & GeorcGe Harrorp, Sailcloth Manufacturers, Gates- 
head, Durham. Debts received and paid by Milvain. Mar. 4. 

Wapey, Tuomas, & James Wapey, Builders, Hurstperpoint, Sussex. 
Dec. 31. 

Watiace, Davin, & GrorGe Cow1e CuristiE, Drapers, Queen's-bldgs., 
Knightsbridge. Mar. 14. 

Fripay, March 20, 1857. 

ARNOLD, WALTER Brown, & WILLIAM PonsForD, Ship and Insurance 
Agents, 3 Clement’s-la., Lombard-st. Feb. 11. 

ARNOLL, Ropert, THoMAs Hopce, & Henry Kine THorne, Biscuit Manu- 
facturers, Barnstaple, Devon; as regards H. K. Thorne. Feb, 23. 

Atkinson, Hotpsy, & Joun G. ATKINSON, Auctioneers, Huddersfield. 
Debts received and paid by J. G. Atkinson. Mar. 13, 

Beck, Peter, & Wi1LL1AM Beck, Wine and Spirit Merchants, Shrewsbury. 
Mar. 12. 

Bower, Josnua, & CHARLES GROSVENOR (Joshua Bower & Co.), Glass 
Manufacturers, Hunslet, Leeds, and elsewhere. Debts received and 
paid by Bower. Feb. 21. 

Brown, GeorGe, & WILLIAM MacroriE (Brown & Co.), Tailors, 11 
Princes-st., Hanover-sq. Debts received and paid by Brown. Mar. 18. 

Brucciant, Domenico, & GIOVANNI GRAZIANI, Plaster Figure Makers, 1 
Leather-la., Holborn. Debts received and paid by Brucciani. Mar. 17. 

Cooper, Cuartes, & Henry Austin Isarp, Butchers, Westow-st., Nor- 
wood. Mar. 16. 

CrawsHaw, Ricuarp, & SamMvueL Smitu, Millowners, New-mill, Batley 
Carr, Dewsbury, Yorkshire. Feb. 23. 

Croox, JosErH, Henry Crook, JosHvua Crook, jun., & Jonn Crook, 
deceased (Joshua Crook & Sons), Cotton Spinners, Bolton and Man- 
chester; as regards John Crook, deceased. Dec. 27. 

CuTLER, GEORGE, & SAMUEL CUTLER, Gas Holder and Boiler Makers, 8 
Wharf, Wenlock-rd., City-rd. Debts received and paid by G. Cutler. 
Sept. 29, 1855. 

Hecrinnotrom, James, Jumples, Ovenden, Halifax, & JoserpH HeEGtIn- 
BoTTom, Friendly, Ovenden, Cotton Spinners at Lee-bank Mills. Debts 
received and paid by James Heginbottom. Feb. 14. 

Hvxton, Witiiam, & JAMEs MauGuam, Corn and Provision Dealers, 
Commercial-brow, Newton-green, Newton-by-Hyde, Cheshire. Debts 
received and paid by Huxton. Mar. 17. 

Hype, Jouy, sen., Joun Hype, jun., & Henry Baker, Retail Woollen 
Drapers, Abingdon, Berks. Debts received and paid by Baker. Mar. 17. 

Kepeg, iuomas, & WALTER BRowNING Emmott, Appraisers and Public- 
house Valuers, 110 Great Dover-st., Southwark. Mar. 13. 

Mars_anp, Epwarp, & THomAs Epmunp Mars_anp (Marsland & 
Nephew), Calico Printers, Stockport and Manchester. Debts received 
and paid by E. Marsland. June 30. 

MELLIER, MARIE AMEDEE CHARLES, & JEAN MARIE LEONIDAS CAILLAUD, 
Manufacturers or Dressers of Leather, Marshgate-la., Essex. Mar. 18, 
Mercare, JAMES, & WILLIAM METCALFE, Soda-water Manufacturers, 104 

Upper Whitecross-st., St. Luke's. Debts paid by J. Metcalfe. Dec. 25, 

Murton, THOMAS WILLIAM, & JOHN WELLS, Tobacconists, 4 Surrey-pl. 
Newington. Mar. 17. 

Porter, GEORGE (who died Sept. 7, 1856), ALFRED PortER, & SAMUEL 
STENTON MARKHAM (Porter, Son, & Markham), Architects and Sur- 
veyors, Fort-pl., Bermondsey, and 9 y Seale Kennington-park ; 
as regards G. Porter, deceased. Mar. 1 

Raynor, WILLIAM, IsraEL Gott, & Soll Hott, Ironfounders, New- 
ton- heath, Manchester; as regards Raynor. Mar. 17. 

RosenBerG, Louis, & THomMas Youne, Tobacconists, 50 Rochdale-rd., 
Manchester; by notice of L. Rosenberg. Debts received and paid by 
Rosenberg. Mar. 16. 

Scnvuttz, FERDINAND AvucusT, & AARON AssER Lotinca (Ferdinand 
Schultz & Co.), Ship Chandlers, Sunderland. Debts received and paid 
by Lotinga. Mar. 13. 

Scott, Jouy, & GrorcEe W oy LyppALtL, Shirt Collar Manufacturers, 
50 Bedford-st., Strand. Mar. 17. 

SHARVELL, WituraM, & ‘games RocuEster, Grocers, Burwash, Sussex. 
Debts received and paid by Rochester. Mar. 14, 

Stannarp, THomas, & Henry Day, Surgeons and occas 12 Old 
Cavendish-st., and 2 Edward-st., Golden-sq. Mar. 1 

STREVENs, Jouy, & Joun LuoyD STREV ENS, Ship a 20 Ber- 
mendsey-wall, Bermondsey, and 86 Tower-hill. Debts received and 
paid by J. L. Strevens. Mar. 17. 





Verry, JamMEs, Jonn Nuttinc, WILLIAM Henry Tucker, & Ricuarp 
Rip_er, General Warehousemen, Bristol; as regards J. Verry. Jan. 31. 

WaTHEN, JAMEs BATEMAN, & JouN HEB, Manufacturers of Earthenware, 
Fenton, Staffordshire. Mar. 16. 

Witson, ALFRED, & BENJAMIN Parne Topp, Meat Salesmen, Newgate- 
market. Mar. 18. 

Youne, Apam, & JoHN BENNETT, jun., Drapers, 6 Satie, Regent-st. 
Debts received and paid by John Bennett, jun. Mar. 1 


Crevitors under Estates in Seinen: 
Tuespay, March 17, 1857. 

Bettrswortu, THoMas (who died in June, 1843), Coal Merchant, Davis-pl, 
Chelsea. Creditors and incumbrancers to come in and prove their 
debts or incumbrances on or before Mar. 30, at V. C. Stuart's 
Chambers. 

Bovurte.t, ANN (who died on Dec. 5, 1815), Spinster, Thorpe-next-Norwich. 
Incumbrancers to come in and prove their debts on or before Mar. 26, 
at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

Davey, Joun (who died in April, 1848), Yeoman, Cardinham, Cornwall, 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before April 15, at the 
Master of the Rolls’ Chambers, 

Hinpie, Jown (who died June 9, 1854), Gent., Nelson-lodge, Stoke 
Newington, Middlesex. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on 
or before April 18, at V. C. Kindersley's Chambers. 

Layton, Tuomas (who died in June, 1855), Esq., 50, Burton-cresc., 
Middlesex. Incumbrancers to come in and prove their debts or claims 
on or before April 15, at the Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Mayne, WILLIAM, sen. (who died in Mar. 1853), Coal Merchant, Compass- 
hall, Ilfracombe, Devonshire. Incumbrancers to come in and prove 
their debts and incumbrances on or before April 15, at the Master of the 
Rolls’ Chambers. 

Norman, Witt1aM (who died in Oct., 1856), Innkeeper, Withyham, 
Sussex. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Mar, 
30, at V. C. Wood's Chambers. 

Ussorne, THOMAs (who died in May, 1845), Esq., Gillwell-house, Seward- 
stone, Essex, and Montague-pl., Russell-sq. Creditors to come in and 
prove their claims on or before April 28, at V. C. Kindersley’s Chambers. 

WituiaMs, Rev. CHARLEs (who died in Jan., 1855), Clerk, Manasein-cot., 
Llanfigan, Brecon. Creditors to come in and prove their claims on or 
before April 5, at the Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Fripay, March 6, 1857. 

Botton, Witt1aM (who died on Dec. 19, 1856), Straw Manufacuurer, 
Luton, Bedfordshire. Creditors and incumbrancers to come in and 
prove their debts or claims on or vefore April 18, at the Master of the 
Rolls’ Chambers. 

BraBantT, JouN (who died in Jan. 1855), Farmer, West Law, Elchester, 
Durham. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before 
April 22, at the Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Bryant, Epwarp Newton, (who died in Dee. 1856), Stock Broker. 16 
Throgmorton-st., and Loraine-pl., Holloway, and Vellmead house, 
Crookham common, Crondall. Creditors and incumbrancers to come 
in and prove their debts and incumbrances on or before April 23, at 
the Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Hussey, Rev. Tuomas Joun, Clerk, Hayes, Kent. Creditors who are 
entitled to the benefit of indenture of assignment, dated April 21, 1854, 
to come in and prove their debts on or before April 15, at the Master of 
the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Knicut v. Pocock, incumbrancers on the property, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 
15, 16, 19 and 21 Thornhill-cresc., St. Mary, Islington, subsequent to the 
plaintiff's security, dated Mar. 24, 1852, to come in and establish their 
claims on or before April 23, at the Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

MEGGET, AITKEN (who died in April, 1855), Leather Merchant, 12 Great 
St. Thomas Apostle. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or 
befure April 17, at the Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Pearson, Rev. James (who died in May, 1856), Clerk, Stoke, Kent. 
Creditors and incumbrancers {0 come in and prove their debts or claims 
on or before May 1, at V. C. Stuart's Chambers. 


Cainving-up of Soint Stuck Companies. 
TurEspay, March 17, 18: 

ANGLO-CAMBRIAN MINERAL WoRKING » te ena pally. petition for the dis- 
solution and winding up of this Company was, on Mar. 12, presented 
to the Master of the Rolls by Charles Thomason Thompson, Sussex- 
gardens, Hyde-park, M.D.; Charles Thomas Heneage, 3 Cadogan-pL, 
Esq.; George Cary Elwes, 6 Cadogan-pl.; and John Brown, Oak 
House, Hammersmith, Surgeon. Sols. R. & S. Mullens, 7 Poultry. 

Fripay, March 20, 1857, 

Hutt anp Lonpon Fire Insurance Company.—A petition for the disso- 
lution and winding up of the above-named Company was, on Mar. 18, 
presented to the Master 0° the Rolls by Thomas Allan & James Bur- 
goyne, and will be heard before him on Mar. 28. Sols. Jackson & 
Smith, 19 Essex-st., Strand. 


Scotch Sequestrations. 
TurEspay, March 17, 1857. 
CovuptLanpD, Jonny, Hairdresser, Dumfries. Mar. 26, at 12, Commercial Inn, 
Dumfries. Seg. Mar. 12. 
CricuTon, CHARLES, Surgeon, ste a Mar. 24, at 1, Caledonian 
Hotel, Fort William. Seg. Mar. 1 
FLEMING, James, Innkeeper, Teeoeanene, Perthshire. Mar, 21, at 11, 
Procurators’ Library, Perth. Seq. Mar. 10. 
Rooms, Davip, Laceman, Sauchiehall-st., Glasgow. Mar. 23, at 12, 
Globe Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seq. Mar. 12, 
Srack, Evan, Manufacturing Chemist, Glasgow. Mar. 23, at 12, George 
Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seg. Mar. 12. 
Fripay, March 20, 1857. 
GALLACHER, PETER, Grocer and Spirit Dealer, 562 Gallowgate, Glasgow. 
Mar. 24, at 12, Rose Hotel, Argyle-st., Glasgow. Seg. Mar. 16. 
MACDONALD, ALEXANDER, Merchant, Portree. Mar. 25, at 12, Ross's 
Hotel, Portree. Seg. Mar. 16. 


Scotch Partnerships Bissoloey. 
Turspay, March 17, 1857. 

Pattison, GODFREY, FREDERICK Hope Rene JAMES Pattison, & 
THOMAS FREEBAIRN SmitH (Godfrey Pattison & Co.), Commission 
Merchants, Glasgow and Manchester; as — F. Smith. Jan. 1. 

Fripay, March 20, 185 

Wart, Ropert, Pipa B. YULE (Watt, Yule, ‘& Co.), 4 Bernard-st., 

Leith. Mar. 9. 





